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not sufficiently appreciated by solicitors, and he regretted that 
requests for admissions were not more frequently made to the 
other side, as much trouble and expense might be saved if such 
@ practice were more generally adopted. He regretted further 
that, even when such requests were made, the admissions were 
seldom made by the other side, or, if made, were of such a 
qualified nature as to be practically useless. Then it often 
happened that, when the case came on for trial, many of the 
facts were immediately admitted. His lordship had known 
ae giants of the past, such as Lord James of Hereford and 

rd Davey, come into court time after time and admit every- 
thing but the one material point on which they relied. His 
lordship expressed his regret that more courage was not shewn 
by the profession in asking or making admissions before the 
case came on for trial, and he hoped that these observations 
would be of some use. 





A terTzr which we print elsewhere raises an interesting 
question as to the duty of municipal corporations and their 
officers to furnish information with regard to municipal claims 
in respect of property in the borough. In the case referred to 
by our correspondents, the town clerk pointed out that a register 
of such matters was kept, and that the information required 
could be obtained by searching the register. But very frequently 
the trouble and expense involved in doing this are considerable, 
and it would be an obvious convenience if, on payment of a 
small fee, an official search could be made. We can understand 
that, while town clerks are often willing to furnish information, 
they may feel a difficulty in doing this as a matter of duty and 
officially, except under the specific instructions of the corporation. 
If they give incorrect information they will not make themselves 
personally liable for the consequences, but apparently the cor- 
ration would be estopped from enforcing payment where 
bility had thus been concealed from a purchaser: Low v. 
Bowerve (40 W. R. 50; 1891, 3 Ch. 82). And it is arguable 
that the corporation ought not to be made liable to sustain 
such a loss unless the matter has been properly considered and 
arrangements made for insuring that information supplied from 
the town clerk’s office shall be accurate. At the same time, the 
register of local charges is not a register of which the corporation 
is merely custodian. It is, as our correspondents point out, a 
register of claims of the corporation itself, and the corporation 
is not entitled to answer inquiries by merely referring the 
applicant to itsown books. It ought to return a specific answer 
whether it has any claims on the property in question or no. It 
may be that the duty of doing this falls within the ordinary 
duties of the town clerk, so that no specific instructions are 
necessary. If not, then the corporation ought to arrange that 
information shall be given either by the town clerk or some 
other of its officials. 





Taz Court of Appeal have affirmed in Re Webster and Jones’ 
Contract (reported elsewhere) the decision of the Vice-Chancellor 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster, upon which we commented 
last November, that the scale fee cannot be claimed by a 
vendor’s solicitor for ‘‘ deducing title” in a case where the title 
consists of only a single document. The property sold was 
leasehold, and the contract provided that the vendors should 
furnish an abstract of title commencing with the lease, and that 
the purchaser should pay the vendors’ costs. The abstract in 
fact consisted only of the lease to the vendors; but this gave 
rise to various requisitions which were answered. Haut, V.C, 
held that there had been no deduction of title, so as to enable 
the vendors’ solicitors to claim the scale fee, and he relied 
on Re Wellby § Still (48 W. R. 73; 1894, 3 Oh. 641). 
In that case the mortgagor of leasehold property was 
himself the lessee, and Kexrwicn, J., said: ‘‘ The Legislature 
could not intend that a solicitor could be said to deduce title 
when he simply hands over the lease under which his client 
holds the property. Producing the lease is not equivalent to 
deducing title.” In the present case the lease was not simply 
prod but an abstract of it was furnished, and this formed 
the basis of negotiations as to the title. No doubt the phrase 
“deducing title” suggests that the title has to be traced through 


the majority of cases the title consists of a succession of instru. 
ments or events. The fundamental notion, of course, is that the 
vendor’s title has to be established, whether by one deed 
or many, or possibly without any deed at all, and it 
is to the work of establishing the title that the 
scale fee might not unreasonably have been held to 
apply. This view, however, has not commended itself to the 
Court of Appeal, and it must be taken to be settled that the 
title is not deduced, and the scale fee is not applicable, ualess 
there has been at least one change in the title. Upon practical 
grounds the decision is not easy to justify. A simple title, con 
sisting of two or three changes, may be much casier to deal with 
than a title which consists only of a single complicated convey. 
ance or a lease with special provisions. But apart from this, 
since the scale fee is only a rough and ready means of fixing 
the solicitor’s charges, and does not profess to depend on the 
actual difficulty of his work, there seems to be no reason for 
excluding it merely because only one document is referred to, 
The purchaser is satisfied as to the title, and that is the essential 


point. 


WE noricep recently the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Re Kingdon § Wilson (ante, p. 502), in which Re Lamb (37 
W. R. 506, 23 Q. B. D. 5) was overruled, and it was held that 
in making out bills of costs estate duty paid by the solicitor 
must not be included as part of the bill, but must be entered as 
acash payment. Another decision on the same lines has been 
given by the Court of Appeal in Re Buckwell 5 Berkeley (reported 
elsewhere). In taxing a bill of costs, the master had disallowed 
items of £5 and £8 paid by the solicitors to the “‘ security for 
costs account” in respect of discovery and interrogatories, 
upon the ground that they should not have been included in the 
bill but should have appeared in a separate cash account, and 
the effect was to reduce the amount of the bill by more than 
one-sixth. The principle applicable to the matter was laid down 
by Lord Lanepate in Re Remnant (11 Beav., p. 613), and that case 
has since been treated as the governing authority. ‘‘ Those pay- 
ments only which are made in pursuance of the professional 
duty undertaken by a solicitor, and which he is bound to 
perform, or which are sanctioned as professional payments by 
the general and established custom of the profession, ought to be 
entered or allowed as professional disbursements in the bill of 
costs.” Acting upon this rule, Kexewicn, J., in Re Buckwell 
§ Berkeley overruled the decision of the taxing-master and 
allowed the items in question. He observed that if the solicitor 
acted as solicitor, and not as agent, the payments made in the 
prudent course of his business were disbursements, and the 
learned judge saw no difference between £5 paid for discovery 
and sums paid to counsel or for office copies, stamps, &c. The 
Court of Appeal, however, have arrived at a different result, 
and have applied with some strictness the rule in Re Remnant. 
The solicitor is not, so it is held, bound by professional 
custom to make any payment on the client’s behalf as 
security for costs, and if he does so, the payment is not & 
professional disbursement, but is a cash advance. The judg- 
ments do not shew on what materials the court based their 
decision as to professional custom, and probably the practice in 
such cases varies. A solicitor is, of course, never bound to 
make cash payments on the client’s account at all, and he caa 
always require that money shall be furnished. With respect to 
large amounts, such as the sum paid in Re Kingdon & Wilson 
for estate duty, it is proper to have recourse to the client, and, 
moreover, to allow such sums, which are not subject to be 
varied on taxation, to appear in the bill, tends to make the rule 
as to the costs of the taxation typ & But we should have 
said that, upon practical grounds, a different principle applies t) 
small payments made in respect of discovery and interrogatories, 
and that, as Kexewica, J., held, they ase really in the same 
category with counsel’s fees and other payments usually made 
in the course of litigation. Under ordinary circumstances the 
solicitor may properly provide them without delaying the pro- 
ceedings by making special application to the client. 








Nor many weeks ago the inability of the law to protect 
owners of copyright music was commented on in these 





various steps, but the word was probably used because in 


columns. In the time which has intervened many cases 
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assault have been reported, arising out the efforts of the 
wronged persons to protect themselves when the law refused 
its aid. It is to be hoped that not many more of such cases will 
occur, for, with somewhat unusual dispatch, Parliament has pro- 
vided a eure for the evil, and Lord Monxsw=tt’s Bill has become 
law. This Act is styled the Musical (Summary Proceedings) 
Copyright Act, 1902, and it is to come into operation on the first 
day of October next. It is to be remarked that this Act for the 
first time uses the word ‘‘ pirated ” to describe an illegal reproduc- 
tion of a copyright thing. ‘ Pirated musical work ” is defined to 
mean ‘‘any musical work written, printed, or otherwise repro- 
duced without consent lawfully given by the owner of the 
copyright in such musical work.” Until now the word 
“piracy” seems to have been limited to that serious felony 


. upon the sea for which the penalty of death may still be 


inflicted. The new Act gives power to a court of summary 
jurisdiction, if satisfied that there is reasonable ground for 
believing that pirated music is being hawked or sold, 
to order a constable to seize all copies of such music and 
bring them before the court. Such copies, if proved to be 
pirated, may then either be ordered to be destroyed or 
to be handed over to the owner of the copyright. It 
is further provided that if any person shall hawk, carry 
about, sell, or offer for sale any pirated copy of a musical work, 
every such copy may be seized without warrant by a constable 
on the written request of the apparent owner of the copyright. 
This, however, is to be done only at the risk of the pereon claim- 
ing to be theowner. Such copies when seized are to be brought 


by the constable before a court of summary jurisdiction, and 


may be ordered to be destroyed or forfeited. There is no pro- 
vision in the Act for the fine or imprisonment of any offender. 
Many persons will doubtless be of opinion that there ought 
to be a provision for the punishment of any person 
knowingly selling pirated music. Such provision, however, is 
probably not required, for the Act will most likely absolutely 
put an end to the unlawful reproduction of music. The risk 
will be too great. No one will care to print a quantity of music 
only to haveit seized and destroyed. In fact, while the new Act 
seems likely to fully attain its object, we do not expect it will 
be often put in operation. The mere fact that an effective 
— exists will be sufficient protection to the threatened 
class. 





Tue caseoft Delves v. Gray, decided by Mr. Justice Byrnz on the 
7th of July (Weekly Notes, 1902, p. 142), is of some interest to 
practitioners. In that case the plaintiffs, Messrs. Deives and 
CaToHPoLE, acting as trustees for the purposes of the Settled 
Land Acts on behalf of an infant, sold some copyhold property 
to the defendant Gray. The defendant, being dissatisfied with 
his purchase, induced Dztvzs (one of the trustee vendors) to 
enter into a contract of sub-purchase before the original con- 
tract had been completed, and thereupon called upon the vendors 
to convey the property direct to the sub-purchaser, upon 
the principle laid down by Sir Gzorcz Jessetin Zymont v. Smith 
(6 Ch. D., at p. 474), that ‘an ordinary contract of sale is not 
only to convey tothe purchaser, but to convey as the purchaser 
shall direct.” The vendors were, however, advised that the 
contract of sub-purchase by Dztvzs was wholly improper and a 
breach of trust, since it is not competent for a trustee, so long as 
the original contract remains in fiert, to step into the purchaser’s 
place, and take over the contract for his own benefit. Acting on 
this advice, the plaintiffs brought an action for specific per- 
formance against the defendant, who in his turn counterclaimed 
for specific performance of the contract of sub-purchase 
against the plaintiff Dzxves, adding an alternative claim for 
damages. Byrnz, J., in a considered judgment, directed 
a“ performance of the original contract, and dismissed 
the counterclaim. The learned judge, following the dicta 
of Mztuisn, L.J., in Parker v. McKenna (10 Oh., at p. 125), and 
the Privy Council in Williams v. Seott (1900, A. O., at p. 507), 
held that the contract of sub-purchase was unenforceable. 
The court will not compel a man to commit a breach of trust, 
and so long as the trustee has power either to enforce, rescind, 
or alter the contract of sale, he cannot properly repurchase the 
property from his own purchaser, and so place himself in a 
position in which his interest is in conflict with his duty. This 


being so, the learned ju refused to give damages in respect 
of the breach of the arn of meh -erly D anion 
Lord Oairns’ Act were, of course, out of the question, since 
Gray was not ina — to enforce specific performance : 
White v. Boby (26 W. R. 183), Hipgrave v. Case (28 Ch. D. 356). 
It does not, however, necessarily follow, on that ground alone, 
that he could not obtain damages at common law, the other 
party having wholly repudiated the contract : see Elmon v. Pirrie 
(57 L. T. 338), Wicholson v. Brown (1897, W. N. 52). But in 
this case Gray knew at the time of entering into the contract of 
sub-purchase that Devs was a trustee, and, therefore, he must 
be presumed to have known that the contract was illegal. It 
is conceived that no damages will be given for the breach of 
such a contract even at common law, the defendant being 
excused, not because he cannot, but because he ought not to 
perform it: see Clifford v. Watts (L. R. 5 ©. P., at p. 586). 


Tue pveciston of Joycs, J., in Cripps v. Tompsett (May 8th, 
1902) clears up what has long been considered a doubtful point 
by conveyancers, but which has now ceased to be of much 
practical interest—viz., whether, in the case of a mortgage 
executed prior to the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the existence of 
an express power of sale excludes the power of sale conferred 
by Lord Cranworth’s Act. The decision depends on the con- 
struction of section 32 of Lord Cranworth’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. 
c. 145), which enacts (1) that the powers conferred by the Act 
may be negatived by express declaration, and (2) ‘‘ where there 
is no such declaration, then if any variations or limitations of 
any of the powers or incidents hereby conferred or annexed are 
contained in such deed, such powers or incidents shall be 
exerciseable and take effect only subject to such variations or 
limitations.” Mr. Davipson lays it down that ‘‘If it is desired 
to take advantage of the statutory power with variations *or 
limitations under the 32nd section of the Act, it will be 
necessary that the deed should refer to the Act, and define the 
variations or limitations with which it is to apply” (Davidson, 
8rd ed., vol. 2, part 2, p, 865, note). Mr. Justice Joycz, however, 
held that it was not necessary to refer to the Act in order 
to limit the power thereby conferred. In Cripps v. Tompsett 
a mortgage, executed in 1866 by order of the court in an 
administration suit, contained a power of sale which was only to 
be exercised by leave of the court in that suit. A limitation of 
this character was at one time occasionally adopted in the case 
of mortgages under the order of the court (see Davidson, vol. 2, 
part 2, p. 635, note). No reference was made to Lord Oranworth’s 
Act in the mortgage, but if the express power had been in the 
same terms as that conferred by the Act, it would be scarcely 
arguable that the mortgagee could sell without the leave of the 
court. On the other hand, it is conceived that a wholly 
dissimilar power—¢.g., @ power to appoint a receiver, subject to 
a limitation r eae the leave of the court—would not affect 
the power of sale under the Act. It would, therefore, seem to 
be a question of degree—viz., whether the express power as to 
which the limitation applies is practically the same as that 
“conferred or annexed” by the Act. In Cripps v. Tompsett the 
express wer was of a very special character, and was 
in several respects far more favourable to the mortg 
than the statutory power. Nevertheless, the learned judge 
held that the power conferred by Lord Oranworth’s 
Act could not be exercised without the leave of the court. 
Curiously enough, it has never been decided whether the 
insertion of an express power in a mortgage is a ‘contrary 
intention” within the meaning of the Conveyancing Act, while 
that power is subsisting, but in Life Interest, &-c., Corporation v. 
Hand-in- Hand Insurance Society (1898, 2 Ch., at p. 239), Srratuve, 
J., held that an express power of sale, which did not come into 
operation until eighteen months after the execution of the mort- 
gage, was not the ex ion of a contrary intention so as to 
exclude the application of the power conferred by the Con- 
veyancing Act before the express power had arisen. 





Two ocasgs recently decided, Hertfordshire County Council 
v. Barnet Rural Council (1902, 2 K. B. 48) and Smith v. 
Southampton Corporation (1902, 2 K. B. 244), may be read 
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— and expenditure of local authorities. 
. that a rate ought not to be made retrospectively. 


We have to go 
ck to a very early period in the history of our law for the 


THE EFFECT OF PART PAYMENT ON DEBTS. 
Tue interesting judgment delivered by Jzxr, J., in Zaylor vy. 


@ find it stated in cases relating to different kinds of local | Hollard (50 W. R. 558) brings into prominence the complications 
rates, such as county rates, church rates, and poor rates. The | which have grown up by virtue of statute and case law in regard 
judges affirm that it is a general rule with respect to parish | to the effect of payment in keeping alive the remedies for a debt. 
rates, founded on obvious principles of policy and justice, that | The short facts were that the plaintiff, in 1884, obtained judg- 


they are not to be made retrospectively ; that the ratepayers 
being a fluctuating body, nothing, generally speaking, is more 
just or more likely to conduce to economy than to hold that they 
who create a charge shall themselves bear it. The soundness 
of this reasoning would probably be questioned at the present 
day. It would be urged that, in the case of public works 
erected for the benefit of a district, expense and incon- 
venience would often be caused by delaying the commence- 


ment in the English courts for a sum of £15,067 9s.11d. He 
afterwards brought an action in the courts of the late South 
African Republic in respect of the same debt, but the claim was 
cut down by the disallowance of a bonus, and in May, 1886, 
judgment was given for £7,000, with interest and costs. The 
entire sum due under this judgment was £9,635 4s. 6d., and 
this was paid in full by the officials acting in South Africa in 
the defendant’s bankruptcy. Within twelve years of that 


ment of the work until the money required had been| payment the plaintiff brought an action here on the judgment 


collected by assessment, and that the objection that the 
ratepayers are a fluctuating body is not regarded in general 
taxation and is of little weight in many rural districts where 
changes in the population are not frequent. It was subse- 
quently laid down in Harrison v. Stickney (2 H. L. Cas. 108) 
that there is no rule of law which prohibits a retrospective 
rate, and that any such prohibition must be founded upon the 
express or implied provisions of the statute creating the rating 
power. We come accordingly to the case of Hertfordshire 
County Council vy. Barnet Rural Council. The Highways and 
Bridges Act, 1891, s. 3, enables county councils and high- 
way authorities to enter into agreements with each other for the 
construction or improvement of highways and for apportioning 
the expenses. A surveyor of highways, acting under this 
section, entered into an agreement with the county council, for 
himself and his successors as highway authority for the parish, 
to contribute towards the building of a bridge a certain sum by 
two instalments, the second of which was to be payable after the 
expiration of his year of office. The defendants, who had become 
the successors of the surveyor as highway authority, objected 
that he had no power to bind his successors by making an 
agreement for payment of a sum of money after his year of 
office had expired. The Court of Appeal refused to imply any 
such prohibition from the words of the section, saying that it 
contained nothing to shew that payment for the work must be 
made in advance, and that, although it had been laid down that 
in ordinary cases the surveyor of highways could not contract 
for payments so as to bind his successor after his year of office 
had expired, yet the section evidently contemplated a contract 
which would extend beyond the year of office. 


Iy THE orHER case of Smith v. Southampton Corporation the 
question arose under section 210 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, which empowers an urban sanitary authority to make 
a general district rate, which may be made either pro- 
spectively in order to raise money for the payment of future 
charges and expenses, or retrospectively in order to raise 
money for the payment of charges and expenses incurred 
at any time before the making of the rate. In his judgment 
CuanyELL, J., says: ‘Of course the clause is intended to pre- 
vent the obvious inconvenience that would arise if these bodies 
were bound to pay cash down in respect of every item of expen- 
diture incurred ; practically that cannot be done, and there must 
be a limit of time, which the statute has fixed at six months.” 
The corporation had discharged certain liabilities, which they 
had incurred more than six months before the making of the 
rate in question, with money borrowed from their bank, and had 
included in their expenditure within the six months the repay- 
meat of part of this loan. The court held that a rate raised to 
defray this expenditure was made for a retrospective purpose 
and was invalid. Retrospective rates are said to be unjust 
because they transfer the burthen of payment from those who 
incur the debt, but it has also been dened that prospective 
rates made prospectively for any long period are open to other 
objections, and that rates for short periods are almost impractic- 
able. The time will probably come when the Legislature will 
wholly disregard the principle that the charges created in any 
year should be borne by the ratepayers of that year, though it 
may be , in the interests of economy, to prescribe 


of 1884, and in reply to the defence of the Statute of Limitations 
he relied upon the payment in South Africa as being effectual 
to keep alive the claim on the English judgment. 

In all questions relating to payment on account of debts it is 
necessary to distinguish carefully whether the debt is or is not 
a simple contract debt. Ifit is a simple contract debt, the 
statute which barsit is the Limitation Act, 1623, and this is so 
although the debt may also be secured by a charge on land. 
The effect of the charge is not to extend the period of limitation 
to twelve years under section 8 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874: Barnes v. Glenton (47 W. R. 435; 
1899, 1 Q. B. 885). But the Limitation Act, 1623, contains 
no provision for keeping alive a debt by part payment, 
and part payment only saves the debt when it is made under 
such circumstances that a promise to pay the balance 
can be implied. “It must,” said Park, B., in Poster v. 
Dawber (6 Ex., p. 853), ‘ be a payment of a portion of the debt, 
accompanied by an acknowledgment from which a promise may 
be inferred to pay the remainder.” And with respect to the 
payment of interest, Turner, V.C., said in Yordham v. Wallis 
(10 Hare, p. 225): “The bar of the statute is precluded by 
payment of interest; because the payment of interest is an 
acknowledgment of the debt, and the law implies from the 
acknowledgment of the debt a promise to pay it.” It follows 
from this that the payment is not effectual if it is made under 
such circumstances that no promise can be implied. It is essential, 
therefore, that it shall be made by the debtor or by some person 
authorized by him tomakeit. Ifmade by anyone else it can raise 
no promise against the debtor. This rule was formerly avoided as 
regards joint debtors under a continuing joint contract by treat- 
ing each as the agent of the rest to make a payment ( Whitcomb 
v. Whiting, Doug. 652), but the law was altered by section 14 
of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, and a payment 
by a co-contractor or co-debtor has now no effect in keeping 
alive the debt against the other persons liable. Continuing 
partners may, however, still be treated as agents of a retired 
partner for the purpose of keeping alive the partnership debts 
by payment: Re Zucker (1894, 3 Ch. 429), 

But when we leave simple contract debts we leave also the 
theory of au implied promise, and the effect of payment depends 
upon statutory provisions. Under the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1837, as modified by section 9 of the Act of 1874, a 
mortgagee may enter on, or bring an action to recover the 
——. land at any time within twelve years “ after 
the last payment of any part of the principal money or 
interest secured by the mortgage.” Under section 8 of the Act 
of 1874 twelve years is a bar to proceedings to recover any sum 
of money secured by any mortgage or judgment or otherwise 
charged upon any land “ unless in the meantime some part of 
the principal money or interest thereon shall have been paid, or 
some acknowledgment of the right thereto shall have been 
given in writing, signed by the person by whom fhe same shall 
be payable or his agent, to the person entitled thereto or his 
agent.” And under section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, 
the twenty years’ limit on actions to recover specialty debts 
runs afresh “if any acknowledgment shall have been 
made by part payment or part satisfaction 
on account of any principal or interest.” Section 8 of the 
Act of 1874 applies to all judgments, whether charged on 





checks against lavish expenditure by local authorities. 





land or no: Jay v. Johnstone (1893, 1 Q, B. 189), ‘The section, 
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indeed, is in terms restricted to money charged on land, but 
judgments were formerly so charged, and it has been held 
that the changes effected by the various Judgments Acts have not 
altered the period of limitation. The same section also applies 
tosums due on covenant which are also charged on land (Re 
Sutton, 31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511), at any rate so far as 
relates to the personal remedy against the mortgagor. Whether 
it applies to the personal remedy against the surety is doubtful, 
but apparently it does not: see Re Frisby (38 W. R. 65; 1889, 
43 Ch. D. 106); and per Srtruine, J., in Re Wolmershausen (62 
L. T. 541). For the purpose, however, of considering the effect 
of payment it does not seem to be necessary to distinguish 
between the above three statutes. The words “by the person 
by whom the same shall be payable or his agent” in section 8 of 
the Act of 1874 apply to acknowledgments only, and not to pay- 
ments (see Harlock v. Ashberry, 30 W. R. 327, 19 Ch. D. 539), s0 
that in each statute the person by whom the payment is to be 
made is left undefined; and though the Civil Procedure Act, 
1833, specifically requires that the part payment shall be an 
acknowledgment, yet this is no more than a rule which is 
applicable to all Statutes of Limitation. The payment must be 
made as an admission of right : see per Jesszt, M.R., in Harlock 
v. Ashberry (supra). 

But numerous cases have established that, though the pay- 
ment must be by way of admission of right, yet it need not 
be made by the person against whom it is subsequently 
sought to enforce the liability. It is a plausible theory that, 
since payment is an admission of right, it should only be 
effectual against the person paying (see Coope v. Cress- 
well, 1866, 2 Ch. 112), and indications of such a principle 
occasionally occur in the cases. But as a general rule 
the effect of payment is much wider, and it keeps alive the 
remedy, not only against the person paying, but against all 
other persons who are liable, either directly or as being in 
possession of land charged with the debt : see Roddam v. Morley 
(1DeG. & J. 1), Re Frisby (supra). The chief qualifications 
seem to be that the payment must not be made by a mere 
stranger to the contract (Chinnery v. Evans, 18 W. R. 20, 11 
H. L. ©. 115), and it must be a payment on account of the 
particular debt: Harlock v. Ashberry. In the latter case the 
mortgagee received rents from the tenant, but the tenant was a 
stranger to the mortgage contract, and the rents, although the 
mortgagee would have to bring them into account with the mort- 
gagor, were paid asrent, and not as interest in respect of the mort- 
gagedebt. Hence on both groundsthe payments were not effectual 
to keep alive the mortgagee’s rights. But provided the pay- 
ment is made on account of the debt, and provided it is not 
made by a mere stranger, it will in general be effectual. It 
may be made not only by a person liable on the mortgage 
contract or on the specialty, but by any person who under the 
contract is entitled to make a payment (Lewin v. Wilson, 11 
App. Cas. 639), or who, as between himself and the mortgagor 
ought to make the payment (Bradshaw v. Widdrington, 50 W. R. 
561), or who is interested to make it by reason of his being in 
— of land out of which the debt may be recovered : 

am v. Morley (supra). And a receiver appointed by the 
court, so long as he acts within the scope of Me authority, is 
treated as the agent of the mortgagor for the purpose of makin 
& payment: Chennery v. Hvans (supra), Re Hale (47 W. R. 579; 
1899, 2 Ch. 107). 

Having regard to these authorities, it would seem that the 
payment in Zaylor v. Hollard (supra) was ineffectual, upon the 


ground that it was not made in respect of the sum due on the | pell 


English judgment, and could not operate as an admission of 
that judgment. Moreover, it was made in full disch of the 
South African judgment, and was not an admission any- 
thing further was owing. But Jur, J., also held it to be 
ineffectual upon the ground that it was not the voluntary 
payment of the debtor, and here his decision is, perhaps, open 
to question. It seems to introduce considerations which are 
fesential in regard to the effect of payment upon a simple 
contract debt, but which are probably out of place in 
applying the statutory provisions relating to judgments and 
Specialty debts. Payment by a trustee ptoy 
may be a sufficient admission of right under the statutes, 


& | entitled, 





imply a promise to pay a simple contract debt: Davies v. 

ards (7 Ex. 22). Provided the payment is made on account 
of the particular debt, and that it is possible to sue on it outside 
the bankruptcy, the payment by the trustee is hardly payment 
by a mere stranger so as to be ineffectual. Possibly this part 
of the judgment failed to recognize how wide an effect has been 
given to part payment in cases depending on the statutes, and 
not on the doctrine of implied promise. — 








ON SOME MOOT POINTS IN SETTLEMENTS. 
II. 

Power to Tenant for Life to Appoint Rent-charge to First Tenant 
in Tail.—It is the usual practice, where the first tenant in tail 
concurs with the tenant for life in resettling the property, for 
the tenant for life to charge his life interest with an annuity for 
the tenant in tail during their joint lives. Where, however, 
the tenant for life is a married woman restrained from anticipa- 
tion, or where the estate of the tenant for life is liable to 
forfeiture on being charged, this plan cannot be adopted. To 
avoid this difficulty it is suggested (2 Key & Elphinstone, 610) 
that power should be given to the tenant for life to limit to the 
first tenant in tail for the time being, and his wife and issue, or 
any of them, a rent-charge not to exceed a certain amount, and 
to be payable during the life of the person exercising the power 
or during any less period. 

Power to Create and Sell a Rent-charge.—In the districts of 
Liverpool and Manchester it is found by experience that a 
higher price is obtained on the sale of land by creating and 
selling a rent charged on the land, and then selling the land 
subject to the rent, than would be obtained by selling the land 
without previously creating the rent. A form enabling this 
transaction to be carried out, adapted for insertion in a strict 
settlement, will be found in 2 Key & Elphinstone 647, and 
adapted for use in a mortgage at p. 31. 

The Name and Arms Clause.—The question who ought to be 
bound by a clause of this nature is one of considerable nicety. 
In 3 Dav. 1143, and in 2 Prid. 658, “ every person who under 
these presents shall become entitled as tenant for life or tenant in 
tail male or in tail in ion”; while in Wolstenholme 134, 
and in 2 Key & Elphinstone 595, “every person who under the 
limitations hereinbefore contained becomes entitled, &c.,” is bound 
by the clause. There is, as is pointed out by Mr. Wotsrxn- 
HOLME, an important difference between these forms. If the 
former form is used, Md pag becoming entitled by the opera- 
tion of the clause i is bound by it, and may incur a 


forfeiture by not assuming the name within the prescribed 
period, though he may be ignorant of the forfeiture which 
causes his estate to fall into possession, while if the latter form ~ 
is used the period during which he must comply with 


the condition runs from the time of the determina- 
tion of the ing estate ‘‘ under the limitations herein- 
before contained ”—.¢., from the death of the preceding owner : 
see Wynne v. Wynne (2 Keen 778). 

In all the forms an infant is not bound to comply with the 
condition until he attains twenty-one. The question whether the 
condition should extend to the husband of a female becoming 
uires careful consideration, and the wishes of the 
settlor should be consulted. It is pointed out in 3 Key & 
Elphinstone, at p. 596, that itis inexpedient to require the 
husband to comply with the condition, as he may forfeit his 
wife’s estate by declining to it, and he might be com- 

ed to create the forfeiture if he was owner of property under 
a settlement containing an inconsistent name and arms clause. 
Mr. WoLsTENHOLME gots over this difficulty by excepting from 
the operation of the clause any person who would forfeit another 
estate by ——— the condition. It may perhaps be doubted 
whether this exception would generally be in accordance with 
the wishes of the settlor, as the clause is inserted, not 
from the wish to benefit any but merely for the purpose 
of gratifying family pride. the husband of a married woman 
is to comply with the condition, care should be taken to except 
& peer the eldest son of a peer. A case has occurred where 
a peer who married a lady where the condition extended to the 
husband, was obliged to sign by the prescribed name as well 


although, not being the voluntary act of the debtor, it would not, as by his own title. 
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In all the forms, except in 2 Key & Elphinstone 596, there 
is @ direction that the person bound by the condition is to 
endeavour to obtain a Royal licence or such other steps as may 
be necessary to authorize him to use the prescribed name. It 
is submitted that there is no reason for directing that a Royal 
licence should be obtained. The cases shew that a man may 
change his surname as often as he likes: see the cases collected 
Elph. N. & C. on Construction of Deeds, p. 128. The next 
question is, whether the prescribed name is to be used alone or 
together with, and in the latter case whether before or after, 
the family name of the person on whom the condition is imposed. 
This again is a question for the consideration of the settlor. 
We have known a case in practice where, owing to intense family 
pride, great pain was created by a direction that the prescribed 
name should be the principal name. Probably in most cases 
it will be proper to say that the assumed name may be used 
with or without, and either before or after, the family name of 
the person taking the estate. 

Most of the forms, after directing that a proper application is 
to be made to authorize the bearing of the prescribed arms, go 
on to direct that the arms are to be used, and do not provide for 
the possible case of licence being refused. It is submitted that 
this should be provided for : see 2 Key & Elphinstone 596. 

Powers to Charge Portions.—Notwithstanding minor differences 
in the language used by conveyancers, it will be found that all 
the forms given in the books concur in stating that the charge 
of portions is to be subject to the estates, &c., preceding the 
estate of the person exercising the power ; that the charge is to 
vest at the time specified in the appointment, and that it is not 
to vest unless the donee, or some issue of his, shall be or become, 
or if of full age would be, entitled to the possession of the 
settled property. It has been suggested that the form may give 
rise to some difficulty in the case following. Let the limitations 
be to A. for life, with remainder to his sons in tail, with re- 
mainder to B. for life, with remainder to his sons in tail, with 
power in the usual form for B. to charge portions for his younger 
children. Now suppose that B. charges portions for his younger 
children to vest at twenty-one, and secures them by limiting a 
term to commence on his own death, that B. dies, that A. survives 
B. and does not die till after all the younger children of B. have 
attained twenty-one, and that the eldest son of B. becomes 
entitled in possession to the estate on A.’s death. It has been 
suggested that the younger children of B. are entitled to 
have their portions raised on attaining twenty-one by a mort- 
gage of the reversionary term, and that if the portions are 
not raised till the death of A., they are entitled to have them 
raised with interest as from the time when they became 
vested. No doubt this is a possible interpretation that may be 
put on the words, but considering that none of the text-books, 
except the last edition of Mr. Woxsrznnotme’s Precedents, 
deals with the point, and that it is impossible to suppose that 
the point has always escaped notice, it is only reasonable to 
suppose that the clause will have the construction placed on it 
according to the practice of conveyancers, or in other words, 
that the charge will not bear interest during the prior estates, 
and that it cannot be raised by a mortgage of the reversionary 
term. It must, however, be borne in mind that there is a 
growing tendency on the part of the courts (except, happily, 
the House of Lords) to give but small consideration to the 
practice of conveyancers, and that, therefore, it may be safer to 
omg for the point expressly. Mr. Woisrennotme has, with 

is usual accuracy and brevity, done this by inserting the 
poe until” in the form: see Wolstenholme’s Conveyancing, 
p- 147. 

It need hardly be said that if the portions are expressly made 
payable at a time before the term begins, they must be raised by 
& mortgage of the reversionary term: Smyth v. Foley (3 Y. & C. 
Ex. 142), Keily v. Keily (3 Dr. & War. 38), Michell y. Michell 
(4 Beav. 549). 








It is announced that the Lord Chief Justice of d and Mr. Justice 

i will both attend the King’s Coronation on the 9th of August. On 
the conclusion of the ceremony at the Abbey they will leave for Waterloo 
on their way to Sou » where they will embark in The Briton for 
South Africa. [As we that the steamer is due to leave at five 
o'clock, the learned judges will have a somewhat hurrying of it] 
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REVIEWS. 
LEGAL TERMS. 


WuHartTon’s Law LExicon: ForMING AN EprroME OF THE Law or 
ENGLAND, AND CONTAINING FuLL EXPLANATION OF TECHNICAL 
TERMS AND PHRASES, BOTH ANCIENT AND MoDERN AND Com. 
MERCIAL, WITH SELECTED TITLES FROM THE CIVIL, ScorTs, anp 
Inpian Law. TeENTH EpITIoN. Wire A NEw TREATMENT oF 
THE Maxims. By J. M. LEty, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

This edition of “ Wharton ” bears evidence of careful editing, and, 
although its size prevents it from forming anything like a complete 
guide to case law, references to recent decisions of importance are 
given when opportunity occurs. Thus the article on trade unions 
mentions the three well-known cases which have been recently before 
the House of Lords, and under ‘‘ rape” occurs a reference to Reg, y, 
Lillyman (44 W. BR. 654; 1896, 2 Q. B. 167), which has settled to 
what extent evidence of a complaint made by the prosecutrix ig 
admissible. Information is given with respect to recent statutes 
such as the Money-lenders Act, 1900, and a heading has 
been found for “bicycles,” ‘‘ Motor-car” has not yet, apparently, 
attained the dignity of being a law term, and so far as the law knows 
these machines they must be sought under ‘‘ Locomotive.” Some of 
the articles attain to considerable length. Such are that on ‘ Ionsof 
Court,” under which the Consolidated Regulations are given, and 
that on the Incorporated Law Society, which, in addition to 
information as to the parent society, gives a list of the provincial 
law societies, and a detailed account of the largest of them, 
the Liverpool Society. ‘‘ Continuation clause” includes a reference 
to the Finance Act, 1901, under which these clauses were made valid 
in marine insurance policies, -and a note is given on the Commercial 
Court. The article on the Transfer of Land Acts also shews that the 
work has been brought well up to date. Under “ Limitations of 
Actions” there is a useful table of the principal periods of limitation, 
though it seems to ignore the very important Real Property Act, 
1837 ; and it may be suggested that the title ‘‘ Fraud, concealed” 
should not be confined to real estate: see Gibbs v. Guild (30 W. R. 
591, 9 Q. B. D. 59). The work contains a great quantity of informa- 
tion in comparatively small compass. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Company Law. A Practical Handbook for Lawyers and Business 
Men, with an Appendix containing the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
and Rules, &c. By Francis BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law. 
Fourth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 12s. 6d. 


The Sale of Goods Act, 1893, including the Factors Acts, 1889 and 
1890. By M. D. Cuatmers, C.8.I. (Draftsman of the Act), Parlia- 
mentary Counsel to the Treasury. Fifth Edition. William Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 

The Origin of the Knowledge of Right and Wrong. By Faanz 
BRENTANO, Eoglish Translation by CeciL HaGvE, formerly Lector 
at Prague University. With a Biographical Note. Archibald 
Constable & Co. (Limited). 


Handbook to Stamp Daties: containing the Text of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, and of the subsequent Revenue Acts so far as they Relate 
to Stamp Duties, with a Complete Alphabelical Table of all Documents 
liable to Stamp Daty. By H. 8. Bonn, late of the Solicitors’ 
Department, d Revenue, Somerset House. Twelfth Edition. By 
CxuaB.es H. Picken. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


A Treatise upon the French Law relating to English Companies 
Carrying on Business in France, together with the Rules, Regulations, 
and Penalties Affecting the Issue and Negotiation of their Shares io 
France, and the Payment of Duties and Income Tax. By LxzoroLD 
GorrAND, French Solicitor. S:evens & Sons (Limited). Price 
2s. 6d, 


The Practice of Magistrates’ Courts: including the Practice under 
the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 1848, 1879, 1881, 1884, 1895, 1899, 
the Indictable Offences Act, 1848, the Quarter Sessions Procedure 
Act, 1849, and the Reformatory and Industrial Schools Acts, 1866, 
1872, 1880, 1893, 1894, and 1899, the Youthful Offenders Act, 1901, 
the Criminal and Civil Practice of Quarter Sessions, Appeals sud 
other Proceedings in relation to Convictions and Orders in Courts of 
Summary Jurisdiction; together with an Appendix containing the 
foregoing and other Statutes relating to rial Proceedings, 
the Rules and Forms under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
and the Regulations as to Payment of Costs in Indictable Cases. By 
Tuomas WILLIAM SAUNDERS, Esq., os Police Magistrate. 
Sixth Edition. By RB. M. Sreruens, B. (Lond.), Barrister-at- 


Law, and J. Howarp Luvpsay, M.A,, LL.B. (Camb.), Barrister-at- 
Law. Horace Cox. 
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in Admiral 
Williams and Bruce’s Admiralty 
FuHR JEMMETT, . B.C.L., M.A., M.L., Barrister-at-Law, 
assisted by GEORGE GRENVILLE PHItLm0RE, Esq., B.C.L., M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
STOP ORDERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A common cause of much difficulty, delay, and expense to 
suitors in dealing with funds in court to the credit of old Chancery 
suits is the stop order, which is frequently found to have been 
placed upon the fund many years previous] by persons at the time 
interested in its not being dealt with without notice to them, but 
who may have not only been satisfied, but have long since been dead, 
and their legal personal representatives unable to be traced. 

A recent experience of this sort, where some of the stop orders 
were over forty and twenty-five years’ old, leads me to suggest, as a 
means of considerably lessening the difficulty, the amendment of the 
rules so as to render it compulsory for all stop orders to be renewed 
aor five years by the persons who obtain them, otherwise to be 
void. 
I think it would meet the case if a couple of new rules were added 
to order 46 of the Supreme Court Rules to the following effect : 

Order 46, rule 134.—‘ Any order made as aforesaid to prevent the 
transfer or payment of such moneys or securities or any part thereof 
without notice to the person obtaining the same shall, unless renewed 
once every five years from the date of the making thereof, or in the case 
of orders already made more than five years previous to the coming into 
operation of this rule, then within one month of the same, become 
void and of no effect.”’ 

Rule 138,—‘' The renewal of any such order as aforesaid shall be 
effected by filing with the Paymaster-General an affidavit of the 
person by whom such order was obtained, stating that the object for 
which such order was made still subsists.”’ 


Westminster, July 29. T. Cuas, TUNSTALL, 





CHARGES FOR ROADS IN A BOROUGH, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—We are acting for the purchaser of a property situate in a 
borough over 100 miles from our office. 

We wrote to the town clerk in the usual way, asking if the roads 
had been taken to by the corporation and all charges paid, and 
ted any unsatisfied notices had been served in respect of the 
property. 

The town clerk replied that a register of such matters was kept 
which we could inspect on payment of a fee of one shilling, We told him 
that we had no objection to pay a small fee for the information 
required, but that it was not reasonable to put us to the expense of 
employing an agent to inspect the register, and we therefore pressed 
him for the information required. 

The town clerk has written us a further letter, a copy of which we 
subjoin, omitting the names. 

We shall be glad to know your views and those of the profession 
on the town clerk’s practice. 

It must be borne in mind that the claims in question are not claims 
vested in other people, but claims of the corporation itself, of which 
corporation the town clerk is the mouthpiece, and it seems to us that, 
48 @ matter of ordinary business practice, the corporation should give 
us the information required without imposing upon us the necessity 
of @ search at the town clerk’s office. 

We should add that, according to our experience, the practice of 
which we complain is quite unusual. We do not remember ever 
before to have been refused an answer to such inquiries. 

WHITFIELD & Harrison, 

22, Surrey-street, Strand, July 29. 

The following is a copy of the letter referred to by our corre- 
spondents : 

Dear Sirs,—As there is a regist:r kept of all charges, persons making 
any inquiry should search Fm ge tw otherwise responsibility is cast 
upon any official of the corporation answering such a question as you put, 
Which ought not to be put upon him. 

Indeed, on one occasion, in order to oblige a solicitor, I answered a 
question he put with to a house abutting upon two roads. He 
made the inquiry only as to one road, and was answered, but afterwards, 
when a claim was made in respect of the second road, he raised 
questions about paying, since which I have declined to answer any such 


A Treatise on the Jurisdiction and Practice of the English Courts 
Actions and ej me being a Third Edition of 

tice. By the Hon. Mr. Justice 
Bruce, D.C.L., = of the High Court of Justice, and CHARLES 


corporation, that the two roads you mentioned have been repairable by 
the public for many years past.— Yours faithfully, 
essrs. Whitfield & Harrison, 22, Surrey-street, 
London, W.C. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ed. S.J.] 





ENGLISH RAILWAY STOCK.—JOINT ACCOUNT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir, —Where there is a discrepancy between the address of a deceased 
stockholder in a joint account, as indicated in the certificate of death 
on the one hand, and the company’s register of shareholders on the 
other band, railway companies are, it appears, in the habit of 
insisting upon having a statutory declaration (not forgetting a 
registration fee of 2s. 6d.) identifying the deceased as the person 
described in the books of the company by the name and description 
of . . . &c., &c., and also verifying a certificate of death or 
burial. Have they any legal authority for this? They claim 
authority pursuant to section 18 of the Companies Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1845, which, it appears to me, gives them no such 


authority. 

One railway company through its secretary, as the mouthpiece of 
its solicitor, refe' me to the case of Prosser v. The Bank of England 
(L. R. 18 Eq. 611) as in point, which is too absurd, seeing that it 
turned upon the proper exercise by the bank of its discretion under 
section 14 of 14 & 15 Vict. c. 99 as to evidence required in proof of 
death of a deceased stockholder. I — out to the secretary the 
futility of relying on such a case. The only reply I got was that the 
correspondence must cease. 

One does not like to have the pistol put at one’s head by railway 
officials in this high-handed manner. 

Meanwhile I am landed with a stock certificate, in which I am tied, 
like a Siamese twin, to a deceased stockholder, unless I choose to 
knuckle under and comply with an arbitrary demand which I conceive 
to be unwarranted and illegal. CoRNERED. 
[It may be questioned whether in the case of a joint holder there is 
a transmission of the shares or stock by death within the meaning of 
section 18 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845; but the company are 
obviously entitled to evidence of the death before —- the joint 
holder off the register, and if the certificate produ does not 
sufficiently identify him, farther evidence is necessary. Considering 
the frequent similarity of names, we should have thought it not 
unreasonable to require evidence in the case of a change of address.— 


Eb. S.J.] 

THE RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, JULY, 1902. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—Ord. 13, r. 5, as amended, says the court or a judge “‘ may 
order a statement of claim to be filed or,” &c. Ord. 20, r. 1 (5) says, 
“ Subject to the provisions of ord. 13, r. 12,” &c., no statement of 
claim shall be delivered unless the same be ordered under order 30 or 
ord. 184, r. 3.” Is there not a discrepancy here ? 
The title of order 27 refers to amendments in rules 4, 6, and 9 only, 
yet an important alteration is made in rule 15. You and your corres- 
pondent have already pointed out, ante p. 664, other errors in this 
rule, 
In your notice of these new orders, ante, p. 642, you write, “‘ In addi- 
tion to the proceedings which were formerly excluded from the opera- 
tion of the pre my eens a actions under 
order 18, and pi ings commen y originatiog summons— 
the order will not apply to actions commenced by gee! indorsed 
writ,” &. In the face of this statement, mably made by an 
expert, I venture to submit, with great diffidence, that by section | («) 
of this order admiralty actions, indorsed writs, actions 








ially i 
under order 18a, avd proceedings under originating summons, are now 
included in order 30, and that ‘in any such ae or proceeding a 
summons for directions may be taken out by any party.”” It seems 
to me that all actions are now divided into two classes—(1) those 
coming under order 1 (a), in which a summons for direction is ob! igatory 
on the plaintif’; (2) those coming under rule 1 (¢), in which the 
issuing of such a summons is permissive only, and may be iedulged in 
by “‘any party.” : 
The aud rule, rule 1 (c), which prescribed a form of summons, is 
gone; would it not have been useful to refer to the form in actual use, 
No. 3a, App. K. In rule 2 the form of order is retained, but the 
form so referred to is not, it seems, the form used, as it has been 
modified under ord. 61, r. 33. j 
But I must not exhaust your space and patience. 


“ Daves.” 





“TRINITY HIGH WATER.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Can any of your correspondents supplement the following 


notes on this subject ? 


Beardmore ‘‘Manual of Hydrology,” p. 231, gives the exact levels 








questions ; but for your information I have no objection to sta 
Unofficially and without undertaking any responsibility on behalf of th 
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of seven Trinity High Water Marks in the Port of London. They 
hardly differ by more than three inches. 

Trinity High Water differs from ‘‘ ordnance datum ” and is about 
twelve and a-half feet above the latter. See report of Sir W. 
Thomson’s Committee, British Association Re . 1877, p. 220, and 
1879, p. 219. Trinity High Water has a standard, said to be a mark 
on the east side of the Hermitage entrance to the London Docks. 
The ordnance datum is thought to be the level of mean tide at 
Liverpool. In a paper by Mr. J. B. Redman in Proceedings of the 
Institute of Civil Engineers, 1877, it is said the standard was fixed by 
the London Trivity House in 1800: see 39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 47, 8. 55, 
repealed by 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 22, s. 1. The mark at the Hermitage 
entrance is referred to by Mr. Redman. 

I should be much obliged for any references of an authoritative 
nature to the question of Trinity High Water. 

Webber v. Richards (10 L. “J. Q. B. 203) hardly supplies any 
material. It is also reported in 1 Gale & Davison 114. 

Temple, July 24, A. B. B-J. 





THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE AND MR, JOSTICE BIGHAM. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Mr. H. Manisty, in his letter appearing in your issue of 
26th inst. refers to the letter of Mr, E. T. Teaver publish ed in your 
journal of 19th inst., challenging the point of Mr. Hargraves’ letter 
to the Lord Chief Justice and the good taste of Mr. Hargraves in 
writing such a letter, and he (Mr. Manisty) seems to think that the 
letter of Mr. Hargraves is lacking in both elements. 

The “‘ point” of Mr. Hargraves’ letter appeared to me sufficiently 
obvious when I read it, and left no doubt whatever in my mind as to 
the issue Mr. Hargraves was driving at. Mr. Manisty will perhaps 
appreciate the pointedness on further perusal of the letter. 

As to the question of ‘‘ good taste,” it is conceivable that Mr. 
Hargraves is quite as competent a judge on matters of taste as even 
Mr. e 


. Manisty. 

I was (speaking as a member of the profession challenged by Mr. 
Manisty for an expression of opinion) much struck with the courage 
of Mr, _—— in writing to the Lord Chief Justice such a very 
“ pointed ” letter. C. H. Barwa. 

5 & 6, Bishopsgate-street Without, E.C., July 26. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ILLINGWORTH v. MELBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL. No.1. 28h July. 


Practice—APPEAL—EXTENSION OF Time For Enterrvc APpPpEAL—MIsTakE— 
Discretion or Court. 


Application by the defendants for an extension of time for entering an 


appeal. The action was brought to recover £53 for work and labour done 
in connection with the erection of an almshouse, The defences were (1) 
that a parish council had no power to erect an almshouse; (2) that they 
had no power to levy a rate of more than 3d. in the pound (which would 
be required to meet the claim) without certain consents; and (3) 
that the contract was not under seal and signed. The action was 
tried at York before Ridley, J., who gave judgment for the plaintiff 
on the 19th of March, 1902, for the amount claimed, and granted 
a stay of execution upon the defendants bringing the amount into court 
within a fortnight. ‘The defendants did not comply with this condition, 
and on the 18th of June they gave notice of appeal. The appeal was not 
entered by the 2nd of July, the last day for entering it. It was alleged on 
behalf of the defendants that the omission to enter the appeal was owing to 
some discussion between the London and thecountry solicitors, and also tothe 
three holidays on the 26th, 27th, and 28th of June intervening. The plaintiff 
contended that the case came within the decision in Re Mansell (7 Ch. D. 
711), where it was held that the mistake of a solicitors’ clerk as to the 
meaning of a rule was not a special ciicumstance to induce the court to 
extend the time unlessthe opposite party had done something to mislead him. 
Re Blyth $ Young (13 Oh. D. 416), Esdatle v Payne (40 Oh. D. 520), Re Callao 
(22 Ch. D. 484), and Highton v. Treherne (48 L. J. Q. B. 167) were also 
referred to. 

Tue Covrr (Cottins, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy, L.J.) refused in the 
circumstances to extend the time for entering the appeal, 

Cozzns-Harpy, L.J., saying that he would be sorry to hold that there 
was any hard and fast rule that the court could not grant an extention of 
time in such a case, apart from some conduct in the other party conducing 
to the mistake. Any such rule as that had been modified by later cases.— 
Counset, H. Newson ; 8. G. Lushington. Soxicrrors, Collyer-Bristow § Co., 
for Laverack, Son, § Wray, Hull; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Thomas Robson, 
Pocklingto 


” [Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law.] 
NEW RIVER CO. v. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF THE HERTFORD 
UNION. Nor. 29th July. 


Rattrnc—RatgasLr Vatvue—Waterworks—Ricut tro Take WATER FROM 
—e or Intake—OsLIcGaTION TO Pay Monrzy ror TAKING 
ATER. 


Appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Ridley and Bigham, 





JJ.) on a special case stated by the Court of Quarter Sessions for Hertford. 
shire with respect to the rating of the ‘‘intake’’ of the New River Oo. 
in the of St. John Urban, where the water was taken from the River 
Lea. e case is reported in 49 W. R. 619; 1901,2 K.B. 620. The case 
was stated on appeal to quarter sessions against a rate whereby 
the New River Oo. were rated in the parish in the sums of £787 
plus £3,280 and £650 plus £3,180 rateable value. The New 
River Oo. had for many years prior to 1738 taken considerable quantities of 
water from the River Lea, the point of intake at Ohalk Island, ina 
channel of the Lea called the Manifold Ditch, from which the water so 
taken flowed by means of an artificial cutting into the New River. By an 
Act of 1738 mya yg permitted to take certain specified quantities 
of water from the River Lea, and the Manifold Ditch and the water running 
through it were vested in the company, who were directed to pay to the 
trastees appointed to carry out the Act two capital sums amounting to 
£3,250, two annual sums amounting to £350. By a statute of 1855 
the above annual payments ceased, and in lieu thereof an annual sum of 
£1,500 and a capital sum of £42,000 were directed to be paid by the company 
to the trustees of the River Lea; and in return for the said payments and other 
payments by the East London Waterworks Oo. the Act vested in the New 
River Oo. and the East London Waterworks Oo. all the water flowing in the 
River Lea except such as was required for navigation. The Act also 
required the company to construct a new guage, with a house to contain 
the same and the —— machinery, at the pomt of intake. By a later 
Act a further annual sum was directed to be by the company to the 
conservators of the River Lea (who had su ed the trustees), amounting 
with the old annual payments to £1,833 6s. 8d. a year. By an Act of 
1900 the annual sums were increased. The rate in question was made in 
respect of the parish of St. John Urban, and until January, 1900, the 
property of the company in the parish had never been assessed at more 
than £650 rateable value. In January, 1900, a further sum of £3,180 was 
added to the rateable value in respect of the ‘‘intake from the 
River Lea.’’ This sum of £3,180 was arrived at by taking 4 
per cent. upon the capital sum of £42,000 (namely, £1,680) and 
the annual sum of £1,500 directed to be paid under the Act of 1855. 
For the assessment committee it was contended (1) that beyond the 
rating of the intake at its structural value and value as land it ought to 
be rated in an additional sum as having an enhanced value in respect of 
the user made of it by taking water from the River Lea into the channel 
of the company; (2) that the sums of money which the company had 
paid were evidence that the land and the structure thereon had some 
additional value beyond the structural value thereof in respect of the user 
made of them, and that such additional value was sufficiently great to 
support the rate appealed against; (3) that the additional payments 
directed by the Act of 1900 were evidence to shew what the user of the 
intake was worth to the company. The New River Oo. contended (so far 
as material) that no addition ought to be made to the said assessment of 
£650 in respect of the water flowing over the intake or of the user of the 
intake by such water flowing over it. The question for the court was 
‘‘ whether the said hereditament was rateable upon the principle contended 
for by the assessment committee.”” The Divisional Court held that the 
rateable value should be reduced to the former figure of £650. The 
assessment committee te 5 

Tue Govrt (Corts, M R., and Marnew and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Cotuis, M.R., said that the real question was that raised by the first 
contention of the assessment committee and the counter contention of the 
New River Co. In his opinion that contention of the assessment com- 
mittee was right, and the counter contention of the company was wrong. 
The land occupied by the intake must have an enhanced value by reason 
of its special fitness for taking the water from the River Lea and its user 
for that purpose. But the case was complicated by other findings. The 
court were asked whether the hereditament was rateable on the principle 
contended for by the assessment committee. But the contentions of the 
assessment committee were three in number, and though the second con- 
tention did not perhaps travel outside the true priaciple, the third conten- 
tion undoubtedly did. A sum paid for the privilege of diverting and 
taking a stream was not an element in arriving at the rateable value of the 
channel into which it was diverted. The right of the company was merely 
to occupy land suitable for the convenient appropriation of something 
which was in no sense a part of or annexed to the land occupied, and the sum 
paid as the price of the water could have no direct bearing on the rateable 
value of the land so occupied. Having regard to the third contention of 
the assessment committee, and to the mode in which the sum of £3,180 was 
arrived at, it seemed probable that an inadmissible element was intro- 
duced into the calculation. The case must therefore go back to the 
quarter sessions to be reheard. 

Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ, concurred.—OounseL, Balfour 
Browne, K.0., Danckwerts, K.C., and Ryde ; Marshall, K.O., and BR. D. 
Muir, Soricirors, Sworder § Longmore ; Thompson § Debenham. 

[Reported by W. F. Bangy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re THE REGISTERED TRADE-MARKS OF FASS, RATCLIFF, & 
GRETTON (LIM.). No. 2. 25th, 26th, 28th, and 29th July. 


TrapE-Mark — ReoistraTion—Device Oommon to Traps—RzEGISTERED 
Laset—Worps “ Trapg-Makk’’ oN Parr or Lapet—Lapnen LixkstyY 
To Mrsugap. 

This was an ap from decisions of Kekewich, J., on two motions for 
the rectification of the ter of trade-marks by the removal of certain 
trade-marks tered by Ratcliff, & Gretton (Limited). Both motions 

pak another brewing company, John Davenport & Sons 
ited), the motion being for the removal of certain trade- 
marks registered for Burton ales, brown beers, and stouts, 
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generally, and the other first motion for the removal of certain labels, The 
marks, registered as old marks, consisted of a plain diamond or triangle, 
and the labels were oval in shape, with a diamond in the centre on which 
were printed the words “‘trade-mark.’’ Round the labels were printed 
statements that they were issued only by Bass, Ratcliff, & Gretton, and 
each label also contained a description of the kind of beer to which it 
related. ‘The objection taken to the diamond marks was that they 
were common to the trade, and that taken to the labels was that 
the printing of the word “‘ trade-mark’? on the diamond rendered the 
mish as tending to the belief that the diamond alone was 
ected. Kekewich, J, decided both motions in favour of John 
venport & Sons, holding, on the first, that the diamond mark was 
common to the trade, and on the second, that the printing of the word 
“ trade-mark’? on the Giamond rendered the labels misleading within Re 
Apollinaris Co.’s Trade-Mark (1891, 2 Ch. 186, 39 W. BR. Dig. 237). Bass, 
Ratcliff, & Gretton appealed. 

Tae Covrr (VavcHan Wiii1aMs, Romer, and Marsew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal on both motions. On the first motion, 

Vavenan Wii11aMs, L.J., said that the question whether the diamond was 
common to the trade when registered was a question of fact, and on the 
evidence, and comparing the diamond with the other marks in common 
use, his lordship held that it was not common to the trade at that time. 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 

On the second motion, 

VaucHan Wiis, L.J., held that the words ‘‘ trade-mark ’’ were not 
80 as to render the label misleading. 

men, L.J., agreed, and dealing with the Apollinaris case, said that, while 
the decision did not commend itself to him, the court would be bound by it, 
as being a decision of the Court of Appeal, so far as questions.of law were 
concerned. His lordship considered, however, that thedecision had been based 
on the facts of that case, and he held further that there was no reason to 
su that the words ‘‘ trade-mark ’’ placed on a label necessarily referred 
onty to | the particular part where they were placed. Nor was it reasonably 
likely in the present case that anyone would have been injured, or have 
supposed that only the diamond was protected 

Maruevw, L.J., concurred.—Covunse., F, Moulton, K O., Cutler, K.0., and 
Schiller ; Warmington, K.C., Neville, K.0., and Sebastian; R. J. Parker 
Souicrrors, McKenna ¢ Co ; J. Westcott, for. Wright § Marshall, 


Birmingham. 
(Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BYRNE v. MILLOM AND ASKHAM HEMATITE IRON CO (LIM). 
No.2. 29th July. 


Company—Prosrrectus— Provision In Artictzs— Contract To Purcuase 
Suares —MisREPRESENTATION— RESCISSION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts were as 
follows: The plaintiff, a chartered accountant, residing in London, claimed 
rescission of a contract to purchase some ordinary shares in the defendant 
company, formed to work some leasehold ironworks, on the ground of 
misrepresentations in the prospectus. This was issued in August, 1900, 
and invited applications for 60,670 ordinary shares of £1 each at a premium 
of 10s. per share. The prospectus stated that the profits (taking the average 
of the last few years as a basis), would provide for the payment of 5 
per cent. on the first mortgage debentures and a dividend of 7 per cent. 
on the cumulative preference shares, and leave a surplus of over 
£43,000, equal to over 28 per cent. on the ordinary share capital. One of the 
company’s articles of association contained a provision, not referred to in 
the prospectus, that the ordinary shareholders should not receive 
over 10 per cent. on their shares till the debentures had been 
redeemed. At the date of the prospectus £150,000 worth of debentures had 
been or were being issued, which were irredeemable till December, 1903. 
The plaintiff contended that in view of this provision, of which he had no 
notice, the statements in the prospectus as to the surplus of over £43,000 
was a material misrepresentation. Kekewich, J., held that there was no 
me rtamcaae of fact by which the plaintiff was misled. The plaintiff 


appealed. 
ee hal (VaucHan WiiuraMs, Romer, and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 

e appeal. 

Vaveuan Wiiurams, L.J.—The question is whether the prospectus is 
misleading. It is contended that it is so by reason of the omission from 
it of the provision in the article as to the surplus profits ; that the words 
of the prospectus really mean that over £43,000 will be available for dis- 
tribution in each year among the ordinary shareholders if .the average of 
previous years is maintained. Taking the words by ves, I am not 
certain that that is not their meaning, and if so, and if there were some- 
thing in the articles constitu‘iog a fixed charge on the surplus before there 
was anything available for dividend, I am not sure that the statement 
would not be inaccurate, though only to a small degree, sincs there is not 
& great practical difference between a formal charge and a discretionary 
power in the directors to pay off the debentures, which admittedly the 
plaintiff would have expected to find in the articles. But we are relieved 
of having to consider whether the difference between the two is of such 
importance that we ought fo treat it as a material inaccuracy which an 
investor is entitled to take hold of as misleading, since it is clear that the 
plaintiff was not induced to take the investment by reason of the 
difference. 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect, — 
OounseL, Warrington, K O., and W. H. Cozens-Hardy ; Warmington, K.O., 
aud Leigh Clare. Sotcttors, Courtenay, Croome, Son, § Finch; Burton, 
Yeates, § Hart, for Hart, Jackson, ¢ Son, Ulverstone. 

{Reported by H. W. Law, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Re HOTHAM. HOTHAM v. DOUGHTY. No. 2. 25th July. 


Sertizep Lanp—Investwent or Oarrta, Moneys -Tenant vor Lirs— 
Drrxction as To Investment—Doty or Tavustexs. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Cozens-Hardy, J (reported 50 
W. B. 150; 1901. 2 Ch. 790). The plaintiff was tenant tos life ot an 
Seay el cet sine aaa sean ns 

money se upon ugustus Taomas 
Hotham. On the 7th of Febr , 1901, the plaintiff entered into a con- 
tract with the Hon. A. J. M for the sale of the estate, and it was 
agreed that two-thirds of the 
gage on the estate. The iminaries were all arranged, and a draft 
mortgage had eran geegeane and accepted by the purchaser. 
of the settlement then raised objections to the draft deed, declaring 
that they were entitled to check the tenant for life in the exercise of 
his powers under sub-section 2 of section 22 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882. They also were bound to satisfy themselves that proper 
security was offered, and were entitled to the costs and 8 
incurred by them in such satisfaction. The plaintiff then 
took out a summons asking for a declaration that the trustees having 
received from him a direction to invest on a particular mort, under sub- 
section 2 of section 22 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, were bound to invest 
accordingly without making any inquiry as to the title, form, or value of the 
mortgage. Cozens-Hardy, J., dec that the trustees were not bound 
to invest upon a particular mortgage unless and until they were satisfied 
as to the title and value of the proposed security. His lordship was of 
opinion that trustees for the p of the Settled Land Acts must 
satisfy themselves that any investment which they were directed to make 
by a tenant for life was a proper investment, just as ordinary 
trustees were bound to do. He also thought that where the tenant 
for life and the tru tees were represented by different solicitors, 
it rested with the solicitors for the trustees to do what was 


n with reference to any prop2sed mortgage. The tenant for life 
pane | — 


‘fue Oovrt (VavcHan Witiiams, Srreuic, and Romer. LJJ.) varied 
the declaration of Oozens-Hardy, J. Tney declared that the respondents 
were not bound to advance money upon the security of a mortgage unless 
-_ —_ vag enh — ion of = hae ag a for anes with reference 

© property pro to be mortgage 1 given upon a proper 
report as to the value of that property, and that a proper investigation of 
the title had been made, and that proper advice as to the form of thes 
——- had been given, and that on being so sa‘isfied the respondents 
would bound to comply with such direction.—CounseL, Hon. EZ. C. 
Macnaghten, K.C., and A a Beckett Terrell; Eve, K.0., and H Fellows. 
Soxicrrors, Rowcliffes, Rawle, ¢ Co , for Hamilton Fulton, Salisbury ; Collyer- 
Bristow, Hill, Curtis, § Dods, for Stone, Simpson, § Mason, Tanbridge Wells. 

{Reported by J. I. Strauine, Esq,, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re THE REGISTERED TRADE-MARK No.. 22 206 OF MAURICE JOHN 
HART. Byrme, J. 28th July. 


Trapk-Mark—Dormant Trape-Mark—SpsciricaTIonN—RecisteER— 
RgcTIFICATION. 


This was an application under the Patents, Desigas, and Trade-Marks 
Act, 1883, s. 90, to rectify the register by expunging -mark No. 
22,206, or in the alternative by excluding cond milk from the specifi- 
cation of goods in respect of which the eame was registered. The facts of 
the case were as follows: The applicants, who dealt only in condensed 
milk in tins, had for a long time used, in connection with their business for 
one quality of their goods, a label with the words ‘‘ condensed milk,”’ the 
device of a red or pink rose, with two buds and leaves, and the words 
**Rose Brand.”” These is had been advertised in their price list 
under “Rose Brand.” On the 12th of September, 1901, the appli- 
cants applied to register this mark in respect of these goods in 
class 42 — that is, “‘for substances used as food or ingredients in 
food,” stating the essential particulars to be the device and the word 
** Rose,”’ but disclaiming any exclusive use of the added matter and 
stating that the entry of the mark upon the register should not 
affect the rigit of any owner of the word “Rose” to the use 
of ‘Rose’? us a name. There was on the register a trade- 
mark, No. 22.206, consisting of a conventional quasi-floral device 
with the words *‘Red Rose,” in the name of the respondent Hart. 
The application by Hart’s predecessor in title for this mark was 
dated the 6th of October, 1880, and the registration was effected for class 
42. Five other marks with other devices and names, mostly of a floral 
character, were similarly registered at the same time, and the title to them 
was now vested in the respondent. Registration was refused to the 
applicant without the consent of Hart, which he declined to give. Hart's 
predecessor in title sold varieties of canned or tinned goods, including 
condensed milk, but never used the ‘‘ Red Rose’’ mark as a description 
of condensed milk. The comptroller appeared by counsel in support of 
the application, and his counsel and counsel for the applicants stated that. 
they would not ask for the expu of Hart’s trade-mark, but would be 
content with an order excluding milk from the goods in respect 
of which his trade-mark was registered. Oounsel for the comptroller 
stated that dormant marks like that of Hart were a public inconveniencs 
and an incumbrance on the register. 

Breng, J., held that condensed milk ought to be excluded from the 
class of goods for which the said trade-mark No. 22,206 stood on the 
register,—CounsxL, Rowden, K.O., and Sebastian ; Levett, K.0., and Grifith 
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Jones; R. J. Parker. Sourcrrors, McKenna § Co; Newton G. Driver 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


{Reported by J. AnTuur Price, Eseq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
ALLISON +. JOHNSON. Farwell, J. 25th July. 


Company—Specrat Resotvtion—OnarrMan Deciarinc Resoivution Carrrep 


—Concirvstve Evinence—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89). 


This was a motion for an interim injunction to restrain one of the 
defendants from acting as liquidator of acompany. A special resolution 
pany had been proposed at a 
meeting at which there were present only the chairman and one other 
shareholder. Section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, requires that such a 
resolution shall be passed by a majority of three-fourths of those present 
in person this occasion the chairman voted for 
the resolution, and the other shareholder present did not vote at all. The 
chairman declared the resolution duly carried, but, at the request of the 
other shareholder, entered upon the minutes, together with a declaration 
that the resolution had been carried, a statement of the facts as to the 
voting stated above. For the defendants it was not disputed that the 
chairman’s declaration was mistaken, but it was contended that by section 
51 of the Companies Act, 1862, such a declaration was conclusive evidence, 


for the voluntary liquidation of the com 


or by proxy. On 


a poll not having been demanded. 


Farwett, J., held, following Buckley, J., in Re Caratal (New) Mines 
(Limited) (18 T. L. R. 641), that though a declaration by the chairman that 
the resolution was carried. and nothing further, would have been con- 
clusive, a declaration which went on to state facts which made it evident 
that the resolution was not carried could not be conclusive evidence that 
the resolution was carried. He granted the injunction.—Oovnsrt, Upjohn, 
K.C, and Jessell ; Jenkins, K.C., and Clare. Soxictrons, McDiarmid § Hill ; 


Rollit & Sons. 
[Reported by Goprery RB. Brwsox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re ACCLES (LIM.). HODGSON ». ACCLES. Farwell, f. 29th July. 


Oompanwy—DerentTvre-HOLDER’s Action—Sate sy Onper or CovrtT— 
Trvstess’ REMUNERATION. 


This was a summons for further consideration in a debenture-holder’s 
action in the case of an insolvent company. Under previous orders in the 
action a receiver had been appointed, and the property of the company 
had been sold and the purchase-money paid into court. The summons came 
before the jud gein consequence of the objection of certain debenture-holders, 
other than the plaintiff in the action, to a direction in the proposed minutes 
that certain sums claimed by the trustees for the debenture-holders as 
remuneration under the provisions of their trust deed should be paid out of 
the purchase-money in court, By the trust deed the company undertook 
to pay the trustees the remuneration in question, and by clause 35 of the 
trust deed it was provided, first, that the trustees and every receiver and 
others should be entitled to be indemnified out of the mortgaged property 
for all liabilities and e incurred by them; and, secondly, that the 
trustees might retain out of trust fands in their hands the amount of any 
such expenses and also of their remuneration. For the trustees reliance was 
placed on the practice in such case, as stated in Palmer3, Debentures, 81. 

Farwe11, J.—In my opinion this remuneration cannot be given. There 
is a contract by the company to pay this remuneration, but I find no 
contract that the debenture-holders shall pay it or that it shall be paid out 
of the mortgaged property. Clause 35 of the trust deed is fatal to the 
contention of the trustees. By the part of it which relates to remunera- 
tion the trustees are given only a right of retainer out of funds which are 
actually in their hands ; the other part of it says that they shall be entitled 
to be indemnified for their expenres out of the mortgaged property, but 
stops short of saying that they shall be entitled to be paid their remunera- 
tion. The relation of trustee to cestui gue trust excludes remunera- 
tion except by express contract, and I cannot extend this contract.— 
Covwser, Woggett ; 8. Dickinson; Austen-Cartmell. Soxictrons Pritchard, 
Englefield, & Co., for Court, Liverpool; Broughton, Nocton, § Broughton ; 
Wilson, Bristows, & Carpmael. 

|Beported by Goprzzy B. Bexsox, Eeq., Barristsr-at-Law. | 


Ee MAUNDER. MAUNDER +. MAUNDER. Joyce, J. 
29th May ; 23rd and 24th July. 


W111—Coxerevcrion—“ Exririen ’—Girr Over on Dearu or Leoarter 
“Bzroxe Become Enririep ’—Vestinc—Interest “1x Ricut’’ on 
‘ax Possession.”’ 


Mary Maunder, by her will, dated in 1889, after giving a legacy, devieed 
and bequesthed a]! her real and pereonal estate to trustees with powers of 
leasing, sale, &c., and after making provision for the payment of mort- 
— by ber late husband out of the income of her trust estate, 

thet after the whole of euch mortgagee should have been paid and 

her son Robert Maunder should be entitled to receive the 

of the income of her trust estate for his own benefit for his life, 
and on bis desth the testatrix devised numerous freehold properties to her 
grandchildren (naming them), the sons and daughters of Robert Maunder, 
and siter « direction as to the rente end profite thereof during 
minorities, and 2 bequeet of the ultimate residne (if any) of 
her trust estate to the wife of Robert Maunder for life and 
her death among the said grandchildren, the will continued 

as follows: “ And in the event of either of my grandchildren dying before 
becoming entitled to gfe of my estate hereinbefore in any way dis- 
posed of I disect that the child or children of such deceased grandchild 
6 share, or if there shall be no such child then that 

or bequest hereinbefore contained shall vest equally 


: 


i 


surviving 
-one, lgaving her son Robert Maunder 


ildren.’”’ The testatrix died in 1891 at the 
, aged forty-four, and 





—— 





; | eight surviving grandchildren, his sons and daughters, all under the 


codicil, which the testatrix made in 1890, and which ect) 
substituted one grandchild as beneficiary in the place of anothe 
who had died since the date of her will. is summons 
was taken out by Robert Maunder, the sole acting executor, for the 
determination of the question (amongst others) whether the gf 
over in the event of a grandchild “dying before becoming entitled” 
referred to a death before ors enti in possession or before 
becoming entitled in interest, If the former were the true construction no 
grandchild would take a share indefeasibly until the death of Robert 
Maunder, the tenant for life ; if the latter, each grandchild who survived the 
testatrix took an absolute share upon her death. The following cases werg 
cited—viz., in support of the contention that ‘‘ entitled ’’ meant entitled “in 
right’: The Commissioners of Charitable Donations and Bequests v. Cotty 
(t Dr. & War. 498) and Re Crosland, Craig v. Midgley (54 L. T. 238) ; and 
in support of the adverse view: Turner v. Gosset (34 Beav. 593), Henderson 
se TD (2 De. G. & Sm. 492), and Re Noyce, Brown v. Rigg (31 
Joyce, J. (after stating the facts and deciding other questions not calli 
for a report), held that in this case “‘ entitled ’” meant “‘ entitled in posses. 
sion,’’ so that the gift over might remain operative during the life of Robert 
Maunder ; it was true that in so holding he was running counter to the cage 
of The Commissioners, $c. v. Cotter, but that case was an Irish case, and though 
entitled to great respect, was not in itself a binding authority; moreover, 
that case was based upon the decision in Doe v. Prigg (8 Barn. & Or. 231), 
which his lordship considered would no longer be held good law: see 
Gregson’s Trust Estate (2 D. J. & 8. 428) and Marriott v. Abell (7 Eq. 478, 
482). Again, the case of Re Crosland was no authority in the present case, for 
there the gift was immediate and not in remainder, although it was only 
payable upon the expiration of seven years from the testator’s death. On 
the other hand, in holding as he did hold, his lordship was following 
Turner v. Gosset and also Re Noyee, and was following, too, what Wood, 
V.C., would have held in Henderson v. Kennicot had he not been embarrassed 
by the decision of the Commissioners, Sc. v. Cotter.—Oounset, H. I. 
Manby ; G. Cave ; Gatey ; Cozens-Hardy ; Wheeler. Sotictrors, Young § Sons; 
Marshall § Co. ; Leslie, Antill, § Arnold ; Oldfields, Bartram, & Co. 
[Reported by Atay C. Nessirt, Esq , Barrister-at-Law.)} 


Re GODDARD (DECEASED). CHRISTIE v. CHRISTIE. Joyce, J. 
30th July. 
Witir—Srerciric Devise or Reatty “‘Sunsecr To”? anp Onarcep Wits 
Dents, FuNeraL AND ‘TEsTAMENTARY Expenses, LEGacrgs, AXD 
AnnvITY—ExoNERATION OF PeRsONALTY—INTENTION TO EXONBRATE. 


This was a summons taken out by the sole acting executor and trustee 
of the will of Edward Goddard, deceased, to determine, among other 
questions, the question whether upon the true construction of the will the 
testator’s debts, funeral and testamentary expenses were charged on 
specifically devised real estate in exoneration of the general personal 
estate. The question was amended on the hearing by the addition of the 
words ‘‘and legacies”’ after the words “‘ testame expenses.”” The 
testator (who died in June, 1898), by his will dated the 4th of March, 1898, 
gave certain pecuniary legacies and an annuity, and devised to his 
trustees in fee simple all his real estate in and near Bournemouth subject 
to mortgages and “subject to and charged with the payment of my 
just debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, and subject also to and 
charged with the payment of the said legacies hereby bequeathed and the 
said annuity ” upon the trusts therein declared, and after other bequests, 
devises, and declarations, the will continued: ‘I devise and bequeath all 
my real and personal estate not hereby otherwise disposed of unto my 
trustees in trust” as therein mentioned. It was argued on behalf of 
defendants interested in the residuary personal estate that the clauses 
above set forth shewed a sufficient intention on the part of the testator 
not only to charge the real estate at Bournemouth but to discharge the 
residuary personal estate, upon the ground that not merely debts but also 
funeral and we cpereee expenses and legacies were charged upon the 
real estate, that the words “‘ subject to” imported a condition precedent 
to the devise as distinct from the phrase “‘ charged with,’’ and that there 
was no true residuary gift but a gift of the residue epecificially or as a 
| whole, and the following cases were relied upon to support this view— 
| viz., Gilbertson v. Gilbertson (34 Beav. 354), Powell v. Riley (12 Eq. 175), 
| Green v. Green (4 Madd. 148, 20 R. RB. 284), Mitchell v. Mitchell (5 Madd. 
| 69), and Driver v. Ferrand (1 Rues & Myl, 681). 
| Joven, J., after stating the settled rule that it must be shewn not ow 
| that a testator intended to charge his real estate with but to discharge hi 
| residuary personal estate from his debts in order to change the order in 

which assets are applied, held that the words in the present will were 
insufficient to shew such intention, and that the residuary persona) estate 
was not discharged from its primary lability both for legacies and for 
debte, &c.—Covunses, Sheldon ; Underhill; Church. Sorscrrons, Lovell, Son, 
$ Pitfield, tor Druitts, Bournemouth, 


{ Reported by Auan C. Nuenirt, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








High Court—King’s Bench Division. 

THE KING v, GOVERNOR OF HIS MAJESTY'’S PRISON AT HOLLOWAY. 
Haz parte BILETTI, Div. Court, 25th July. 
Exraapiriow—Exrnapition Taxzary wits Betoaiun—New Evipence Since 
CommirtaL—Jvuniepicrion oy tax Covar to Consipen Sucn Evipence— 
Evivence Urow Wuicu Maowraare Coun Act ~Paocepurs—Exrrapition 

Act, 1870 (83 & 84 Vi cr, ©. 52), wn, 10, 11. 


In this case cause was shown by the officers of the Crown against o rule 





of twenty years, and all of whom were benefited either by the will or we 
(in eff 
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nisi for @ habeas corpus which had been obtained at the instance of one 
Siletti, who had been committed to prisoa to await extradition to Belgium. 
The ground upon which the rule was granted was that since the magis- 
trate’s decision evidence had been forthcoming which might have affected 
his mind in favour of the prisoner. At the hearing before the magistrate 
the evidence as to the identity of Siletti as a person who was guilty of 
fraud—taking property by a trick—in Belgium was largely supplied before 
the magistrate by a photograph which was sworn to by the witnesses as 
being the photograph of the person who had committed the fraud. Since 
the order of committal was made, however, Siletti had brought forward 
certain documents for the purpose of shewing that at the time when the 
fraud was committed he was serving in the Italian army, and obtained his 
discharge some ten days after the fraud was committed in Belgium. There 
admittedly was a question to be investigated before the order of the 
Secretary of State was made handing over this man for trial in Belgium. 
It was possible that it might be a case in which there was a mistake as to 
identity. Witnesses had been telegraphed for from Belgium, and a tele- 

bad been received from the Belgian Embassy to the effect that they 
were getting witnes es over who would be able to put the question beyond 
doubt as to whether there had been a mistake in the identification before 
the magistrate. Although, however, there was a case for inquiry before 
the order of the Home Secretary issued as far as this rule was concerned, 
it was submitted that it should be discharged, because the court had no 
jurisdiction to make it absolute. It had distinctly held that that 
court could not review the decision of a magistrate if there was evidence 
before him upon which he could act, as there was in this case. It was not 


imperative on the Secretary of State to make the order, and the Crown 


would see that the prisoner did not suffer if the habeas corpus did not issue. 
The question of extradition depended on sections 10 and 11 of the Extradition 
Act, 1870. The first of these sections provided that in the case of a 
fugitive criminal accused of an extradition crime, if such evidence was 
produced as would, according to the law of England, justify the 
committal of the prisoner he should be committed to prison, but otherwise 
he should be discharged. If the criminal was committed to prison he was 
there to await the warrant of a Secretary of State for his surrender, and it 
was the duty of the magistrate to send to the Secretary of State a 
certificate of the committal, and such report on the case as he might think 
fit. The 11th section provided that on committing the fugitive criminal 
to prison the magistrate should inform him that he would not be 
surrendered until after the expiration of fifteen days, and that he had a 
right to apply for a writ of habeas corpus. The Secretary of State before he 
made an order ought to satisfy himself whether there was such further 
evidence as would shew that there really had been a mistake, and in such 
case the extradition order ought not to go. With regard to the question 
of procedure this court had no jurisdiction to make absolute the rule that 
had been granted on the present application, because they had only juris- 
diction to say whether there was evidence before him upon which the 
magistrate could commit the prisoner to prison. That was not disputed, 
and therefore this court could not review his decision. The Secretary of 
State had power to inquire into the value of the new evidence. If the 
authorities were examined it would be found that they laid down that the 
court would not review a decision of a magistrate as to whether he was 
right in sending a man for trial. If, however, there was a question of 
jurisdiction involved—for instance, if the offence charged was said to be 
of @ political nature, or if it was alleged that the man was a British 
subject—then it would be a question whether the magistrate had juris- 
dicuon, and the court would have power to review that decision. The 
Attorney-General referred to Guerin’s case (60 L. T. 538), and Castioni’s case 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 149); he also referred to Arton's case (1896, 2 Q. B, 509), 
Ex parte Huguet (29 L. T. 41), and In re Meunier (1894, 2 Q. B. 415), 
and submitted that the observations made by Hawkins, J., in Castioni s 
case Were in contradiction to the principles laid down by the cases he 
had cited, and that the court had no jurisdiction to make the rule absolute. 
In support of the rule it was argued that the court had power to review 
the evidence upon which a man was committed by the magistrate to take 
his trial abroad. That was the inference to be drawn from the lan 

of section 11. Ifa prisoner was entitled to apply for a Aadeas corpus it 
followed that the court had power to go into the whole matter and in some 
cases, certainly if there was fresh evidence, might take a different view of 
the matter from that taken by the magistrate. 

Tue Covrr (Bionam and Daruina, JJ.) discharged the rule nisi, holding 
that they had no power to review the evidence on which the magistrate 
had acted.—Counsut, Sir R, B. Finlay, A.G., and H. Sutton; H, G. Rooth, 
Souicrrors, The Treasury Solicitor ; J. Weaver Burnara. 


(Reported by Ensxine Rep, Eaq., Barnster-at-Lay.] 


MANCHESTER CARRIAGE AND TRAMWAYS CO. », MANCHESTER 
CORPORATION. Bigham, J. 17th and 28th July. 


Loca, Governmenr—Puncuase or Tramways—PLanr or Tramways 
Suirane To on Usev ny Tuam Wrrain Ansa—Tramways Act, 1870 
(83 & 34 Vier, c, 78), 8, 43. 


This case raised the point whether, under section 43 of the Tramways 
Act, 1870, the local authority are obliged to purchase all the depits of the 
tramways company as used by them, even though the majority of the depots 
Will be quite useless to the local authority owing to their intention to use 
electricity instead of horse-power, The following are shortly the circum- 
stances under which the question arose as set out in the special case: By 
section 43 of the Tramways Act it is competent for a local authority under 
Certain circumstances by written notice to require the promoters of any 
tramway within the district to sell their tramway or so much of it as was 
Within the district upon the terms of paying the value of all lines or 
plant of the tramway suitable to or used ty them for the purposes 





Manchester. They were also the owners of other lines in the 
city and of lines running to about a dozen urban districts outside and 
around the city. They worked all the leased lines and their own lines as one 
system, and this was the only practicable way of working them. For the 

purpose of the whole undertaking they acq' or built depots, 
stables, &c., in different places, and they purchased cars, horses, and plant 
which were used indiscriminately over the whole system. Their lease from 
the corporation fell in, and no renewal was granted. The corporation 
served a notice under section 43 of the Act of 1870, to purchase such part 
of the lines as was within the city, and procured the different 
local authorities to serve similar noticgs with reference to the lines 
in their district. The scheme of the corporation was to acquire 
the whole of lines and electricify the whole system and work it for 
their own profit and for the profit of the different districts. In default 
of agreement, the sum to be paid for the lines and plant was 
referred to Sir F. Bramwell, @ho held that the corporation were 
bound to pay for the whole of the depdts and not merely those , ¥ 
by the corporation. He fixed the purchase price at £496, on 
that assumption. If, however, in the opiaion of the court, that principle 
was wrong, the price was to be reduced to £229,353. For the corporation 
it was contended that as the depéts and other plant were not merely used 
for the purpose of the lines valued under arbitration, but also for the leased 
lines, the corporation were not bound to pay for the whole, and that the 
effect of the award was to make the ation pay for depOts that were 
used for property that already belo to them. For the claimants it 
was contended that the arbitrator was by the t to find one sum 
for the owned lines and for the depdts and chattels used for the purposes of 
those lines, and that as all the ts and chattels were suitable and used for 
9 purpose of the whole system, the corporation was bouad to pay for 

em. 

Bicuam, J., after stating the facts, said: The question is whether the 
arbitrator, in making his award, was bound to exclude from his 
consideration some part of the properties in question by reason of the 
fact that though the whole of such properties were used for the purpose of 
tramways now being acquired, they was also used for the purpose of the 
leased lines which were not being acquired. In effect the arbitrator 
has found that all the depdts and plant were suitable and used for every 
part of the undertaking. The arbitrator having arrived at this conclusion® 
of fact, was of opinion that under the words of the statute he was bound 
to accede to the demands of the claimants. I do not think I ought to 
differ from him. It would be a mistake to say that because the property 
was suitable and used jor the leased lines it therefore would not be used for 
the lines to be paid for. The statute does not limit the perty to be 
paid for to that which was exclusively used or suitable for the pur- 
poses in question, but it does say that the property to be paid for was to 
comprise ‘‘all.’” I am of opinion that the first of Sir F. Bramwell’s 
alternative awards is right and that the claimants are entitled to copes 
on that footing. —CounsgL, Moulton, K.C., Bldridge, and Saunders; Balfour 
Browne, K.O., Lawson Walten, K.C., and Rhiodss. Soxtcrrors, Chester, 
Broome, § Grifiths, for Brett, Hamilton, ¢ Tarbolton, Manchester; Austin § 
Austin, tor Town Clerk, Manchester. 

[Reported by C. G@. Wrisranam, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re BUCKWELL & BERKELEY. No. 2. 24th July. 


Practicr — Costs — Taxatrron — ‘‘ Dissunseuaent’? — Monsy Pato to 
““Securrry ror Costs Account ’’—Sourcrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vier. 
ce 73), 8. 37. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (ante, p. 635). On 
taxation of a bill of costs as between solicitor and cheat the taxing-master 
disaliowed items of £5 and £8 paid by the solicitors to the “‘ security for 
costs account’’ in respect of discovery and interrogatories respectively 
under ord. 31, rr. 25, 26, and 27. The objection was taken to this dis- 
allowance that the moneys in question had been paid by the solicitors out 
of their own t and that they had not received anything from 
their clients had not charged an attendance for obtaining the money. 
The taxing-master’s answer to the objection in each case was, ** This 
deposit cannot be aliowed, as the solicitors can obtain the return of it; 
the costs of doing this are subsequently allowed.” The effect of 
disallowing these items was to reduce the on taxation by more than 
one-sixth. The solicitors took out a summons to review the taxation. 
Kekewich, J., held that these payments under the rule laid down im Re 
Remnant (11 B. 603) were “disbursements”’ within the meaning of 
section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. He referred the 
summons back to the taxing-master. ‘he client 

Tux Covrr (Vavanan Wiiurams and Romer, L.JJ ) allowed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wiiuiams, L.J.—We think that these payments ought te be 
entered in the cash account and not treated as disbursements. To my 
mind we are simply applying the 
that this payment is not ane waich 
or by custom to make. The money was simply lent by the solicitor to 


+H 
i 
Ht 
i 


his client. We think the appeal must be allowed. 
Romer, L.J.—I am of the same opmion, Im principle this payment 
cannot be any sum which is ordered to be paid into 


court as security to 

a client is out of the jurisdiction, and money is ordered to be paid 
into court as security, the solicitor is not bound to find that money, 
but if he does it will 
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in court will be the client’s money, It is merely money 
lent by the solicitor to his client and ought to go into the cash account. 
It is not a disbursement within the rule; it is not a sum which the solici- 
tor would be bound to pay as between him and his client either by law or 
by custom. The argument tbat if a solicitor did not find this money he 
would be liable for negligence is unfounded. The solicitor is not bound 
to find this money, he could rightly apply to the client to find it, and if 
the client did not supply the money to enable the proper eteps to be taken 
in the action, the solicitor would not be guilty of negligence if the proper 
steps were not taken.—CovnseL, Hansell ; Humphreys. Souicrrors, Cameron, 
Kemm, § Co. ; Biggs, Roche, Sawyer, $ Co. 
[Reported by J. I. Srimtixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WEBSTER AND JONES’ CONTRACT, C. A. No. 2. 17th July 


Sortcrron—REMUNERATION—SaLE oF lLeaszenotps—Axnstract or Tit Lz, 
Oonststrxnc or Lease Onty—Soxicrrons’ Remuneration Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44), Genzrat Orper, Scuepure I., Parr I. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. By a contract dated the 29th of June, 1901, James 
and John Webster, who had entered into a contract with Lord Sefton to 
take from him a lease for 999 years of a piece of land on the north side of 
an intended new street at Litherland, in the county of Lancaster, agreed 
with John Thomas Jones to sell to him the leasehold land subject to 
certain conditions. By these conditions the purchaser was to pay the 
costs of the vendor’s solicitors in respect of the lease from Lord Sefton ; 
the vendors were to execute an assignment to the purchaser of all their 
interest in the land, but such assignment was to be prepared by and at 
the expense of the purchaser, who was also to pay the costs of the vendors 
and the purchaser and all other parties of and incidental to the lease or 
assignment. The vendors were to deliver to the purchaser an abstract of 
their title to the land commencing with the lease from Lord Sefton with 
which the purchaser to be satisfied. On the 3rd of Uctober the lease from 
Lord Sefton to the vendors was duly granted. An abstract of title, 
consisting of this lease and nothing more, was furnished to the purchaser's 
solicitors, who made certain requisitions thereon, including one that the 
licence of Lord Sefton, the lessor, should be obtained to the assignment to 
the purchaser. These requisitions were duly answered, and on the 10th of 
October an assignment was executed to the purchaser. The question 
arose whether, under these circumstances, the vendor’s solicitors were 
entitled under Schedule I., Part I., of the General Order under the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, to charge a scale fee ‘‘ for deducing 
title.’ The Vice-Chancellor held that they were notsoentitled. The vendors 
a 

£ Covet (Vaccuan Wiii4ms, Romer, and Srimuine, L.JJ.) dismissed 


Vatcuax Wuuuss, L.J.—I agree with the observations of the Vice- 


Chancellor in his judgment. Even assuming in favour of the appellants 
that the deduction of title is correlative with the ‘nvestigation of title, 
this t was raised and clearly decided by Kekewich, J., in Wellby v. 
Still (42 W. B. 73; 1894, 3 Oh. 641). That case having been decided in 
1894, and there never naving been any appeal against it, and the question 
never having been raised since then, it would to my mind be a very incon- 
venient thing, even if we had doubts as to the correctness of that 
decision, to interfere with a practice which has been in force for eight 
years. Speaking for myself, I have no doubt that there has not been any 
deduction of title unless some special and unnatural meaning is given to 
the word ‘‘ deduction,” and I see no reason why its natural meaning 
should not be given to it. This appeal must be dismissed. 

Romszr and Srieiixc, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Covxszt, Norton, K.C., and Cochran; P. 0. Lawrence, K.C., and Stuart, 
Deacm. Sorscrtors, Jaques & Co., for Layton, Melly, § Layton, Liverpool ; 
Benticy & Jones, for E. D. Symonds, Liverpool. 

[Reported by J. I. Sr:xi1xG, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law.) 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following circular has been issued to the members : 
Law Institution, Leeds, 25th July, 1902. 
Norra Lzzvs Exzction. 


Dear Sir,—With reference to the circular letter sent to you on the 19th 
inst., I beg to inform you that the inquiries addressed by the president to 
respective candidates for the above constituency were as follows : 
+? sage prepared, in the event of your election— 
‘© oppore by all proper and available means the creation of new 
of vfficials for the transaction of business now traneacted by private 
of the community, and the increase of existing claeees of officials 
the transaction of similar business / 
To support any address which may be presented to the House in 
— to any order which may operate to extend the application of 
Land Transfer Acts beyond area to which the same are now 
=— until orp Jone Bo mye rye J inquiry shall bave been held 
and a made thereon 
in decent from extension 7 epee — 
I now append the replies of the respective candidates.— Yours faithfully, 


A. Oorsom Pzaxz, Secretary. 
Mr. Rowland H. Barras cays a : ‘ 
-lam on principles to the undue multiplication of 
rtmente with the attendant increase of officials and 
expenditure. 





2. I consider it desirable that a full inquiry should be made into the 
whole question of Land Transfer and the working of the present Acts 
before « further area is brought within their operation. 

Sir Arthur T. Lawson says : 

1. I do not see my way to pledge myself as to details contained in this 
question, but I am not in favour of introducing the creation of officialism, 

2. I would support a Parliamentary inquiry being held into the 
working of the Land Transfer Acts, before any extension is allowed to 
epply 1 dead Acts beyond the area to which the same are now applicable. 

o extension to be allowed without a report made in favour of such 
extension. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours ExamMInaTion.—June, 1902. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recommended 
the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 

Frest Oxass. 
[Im order of Merit. ] 

AxexanpER Rosert Turina, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
—_ Fernaigle Barfield, of the firm of Messrs. Barfield & Barfield, of 

ondon. 

JouN Prentice AsHBRIDGE, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Ashbridge, of London. 





Szconp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Walter Thomas Fairbairn, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Avery, of the firm of Mersrs. Avery & Son, London. 

James William Birkett Hodgson, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Cedric Houghton, of the firm of Messrs. Houghton, Myres, & 
Beverley, of Preston. 

Leonard Mark Kennaway, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
William Buckingham, of the firm of Messrs. Buckingham, Son, & 
Kindersley, of Exeter. 

Henry Dodington Loveday, who served his clerkship with Messrs. How 
4 eo of Shrewsbury; and Messrs. Bell, Steward, May, & How, of 

mdon. 

Reginald Chanter Menneer, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Isidore J. Carter, of Torquay. 

Tuirp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ]} 

George Barnard Black, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edgar James 
Birdsall, of Scarborough. 

Francis Hawkins Bretherton, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frederick H. Bretherton, of Gloucester; and Messrs. Devonshire & 
Monkland, of London. 

Herbert Stanley Chapman, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerk- 
ship with Mr. Stanley Chapman, of the firm of Messrs. Norris, Allens, & 
Chapman, of London. 

William Paul Chesterman, who cerved his clerkship with Mr. William 
Thomas Checterman, of Bath. 

Alfred Guy Dewhirst, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles John 
Vint, of the of Messrs. Vint, Parkinson, Hill, & Killick, of Bradford ; 
and Messrs. Nussey & Fellowes, of London. 

Frank Taynton Evans, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mesers. Leigh & Horley, of Oardiff. 

John Bolle Tyndale Gough, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Sworder & Longmore, of Hertford; and Messrs. Putersons, Snow, Bloxam, 
& Kinder, of London. 

Henry Haworth Hardman, who served his clerkship with Mr. Oliver 
Howard Swann, of the firm of Mesers. Swann & Green, of London. 

—— Rowland Devereux Harrison, B.A. (Camb.), who served his 
clerkship with Mr. George Devereux , of the firm of Messrs. 
ye & Winnall, of Welshpool; and Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Oo., 
of London. 

Harry Oliffe Haselgrove, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Robert Jenkins and Mr. William Pierce Owen, both of London. 

Harold Hargreaves Haslem, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Piper Linton, of the firm of Messrs. Linton & Son, of Cardiff; and 
Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 

Kenneth D’ Houston, who served his clerkship with Mr. Howard 
Percy Becher, of London. 

Joseph Lustgarten, who served bis clerkship with Mr. Christopher Tait 
Bhodes, of Halifax ; and Mr Edward George Asher, of Manchester. 

Edward Henry Hardwick Salmon, who served hie clerkship with Mr. 
Edward A. Salmon, of Bristol, is 

Harry Herbert Sanderson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Agar 

Parkin, of the firm of Messrs. Archer, Parkin & Archer, of 
Stockton-on-Tees; and Mesers. ‘ee rott, & Co., of London. 

Hubert Ashcombe Wheatcroft, B.A. ( -), who served his clerkship 
with Py age Henry Robotham, of the firm of Messrs. Robotham & 
Oo. rby. 

Francis Gerald Whittuck, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Edward Whittuck, of Bristol. 

William Henry W' who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph 

firm of Messrs. George Armstrong & Son, 


Kennedy of 
of Newcastle-upon- ; and Mesers. King, Wigg, & Co., of London. 
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Edwin Ernest Stanley Wright, who served his: clerkship with Mr. 
Frederick Dutton, of the firm of Messrs. Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, & Blyth, 


of London. ie 
Harry Yates, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Yates, of 
Southport. 
e Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
= certificates and awarded the following prizes of books 
To Mr. Turing—prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
yalue about £10; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about twenty 


eas, 
8 Mr. Ashbridge—the prize of the Honourable Society of Olifford’s-inn 
—value five guineas. 
To Mr. G. B. Black—the John Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 
The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
126 candidates gave notice for the examination. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. 0. H. Bromsy, Mr. J. Epmonpson Jorz, and Mr. E. L. De Hart, 
barristers-at-law, have been appointed Revising Barristers on the North- 
Eastern Circuit, to fill the vacancies caused by the death of Mr. Henderson 
and the resignations of Mr. Soden and Mr. Yarborough-Anderson. 


Mr. Cuartes Smrrx Macze, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
District Probate Registrar at Peterborough, in succession to the late Mr. 
Gates. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
ADMISSION. 


Mesers. John Holmes & Son, solicitors, of 34, Clement’s-lane, Lombard- 
street, London, E.0., have taken into partnership Mr. Eanesr Epwarp 
Wican, who has been associated with them in this business for some time. 
In future the name of the firm will be Messrs. John Holmes, Son, & Wigan. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Miss Susan Oampsey, deceased, late of 62, Westbourne-park-villas, 
Bayswater, W.—Whereas the above-named Susan Campbell died on the 
10th day of July, 1902, and it is not known whether she left a will or no. 
And whereas it is known that the deceased had plate and jewellery, the 
whereabouts of which cannot be traced. Now we, the undersigned 
solicitors for the next-of-kin of the said Susan Campbell, deceased, request 
that any persons having information relative to any will or testamentary 
disposition made by the said Susan Campbell at any time, or having any 
knowledge as to the whereabouts of any plate or jewellery belonging to 
the deceased, will communicate with us at the address given below. Dated 
this 28rd day of July, 1902. Ravenscroft, Woodward, & Co., 15, John- 
street, Bedford-row, London, W.C. 


GENERAL, 


In the House of Lords, on the 24th inst., the Lord Chancellor presented 
4 Bill for the Prevention of Corruption. The Bill was read a first time. 


It is announced that the Board of Inland Revenue have appointed Mr. 
E. E. Stoodley to be their Secretary for Stamps and Taxes, in succession 
to Mr. T. N. Crafer, who is retiring from the service. 


Sir Francis Jeune on Saturday ruled, says the St. James’s Gazet te, that a 
will, which was undated, but which was written on the back of a musical 
festival programme dated the 22nd of May, 1897, was duly executed. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance is suffering from a chill, and on Wednesday last was 
confined to his bed. The further hearing of the action against the Great 
Kestern Railway Oo. in connection with the Hackney Downs railway 
accident has been postponed until Friday morning, when his lordship hoped 
to be able to resume his seat on the bench. 


At the conclusion of an action at the Belfast Assizes on Wednesday, 
says the Daily Mail, the plaintiff, who lost her case, rushed screaming into 
the hall. She got on to the balcony at the top of the building, and 
climbed the balustrade with the evident intention of throwing herself into 


the hall below. A number of women shrieked, and in a few seconds the courts | Frida: 


Were deserted by all save counsel and jurymen. A couple of detectives, 
however, had followed the woman, and managed to grip her as she was 
about to jump. 

The huge load of arears in the Court of Appeal shews, says the Globe, 
no signs of ge smaller. Here we are nearly at the end of the sittings, 
and less than 50 of the 158 King’s Bench final ap’ entered for hearing 
ot the beginning of the sittings have been dis 


of the court will rise for the Long Vacation with about 150 unheard cases 
in ite list. One of the appeals to be heard by the Master of the Rolls and 
colleagues was entered for hearing as long ago as last August. 


Mr. Baylis, K.O., whose resignation of the office of judge of the 
Liverpool Court of Passage has been predicted again and again, is, says 
4 Writer in the Glove, shewing that his eighty-five years have not destroyed 

vigour, He commenced work in court the other day at ten o'clock, 
aud was only prevented from prolonging the sitting beyond five o'clock by 
‘plea of fatigue from the bar. The Cexpocetion of Liverpool have lately 
Provided the learned gentleman with a retiring pension, but he has intimated 
t he has no immediate intention of availing himself of their generosity. 





of. Forty fresh appeals | 
have been set down since the term began, so that the King’s Bench section | 





Mr, Baylis, whois, we believe, the oldest occupant of a judicial office in the 
country, has been judge of the Liverpool Court of Passage since 1876. 

According tothe Birmingham Evening Despatch, Mr. Justice Channell said 
on Saturday that ‘‘ Oalling a prisoner as a witness, as a general rule, means 
perjury.” The Criminal Evidence Act, adds the Despatch, has, of course, 

gely been taken advan of by persons charged with criminal offences. 
The consequence is, acco: to one B ham gentleman well versed 
in c | procedure, and having a long acquaintance with criminal 
business, that perjury has increased tenfold. ‘* The Act,’’ said he, “is 
nothing less than a direct invitation to perjury. When a prisoner is 
placed im the witness box to relate his version of a matter, as opposed to 
that already told by eight or nine witnesses on the other side, it is obvious 
that perjury will be committed. Here is one man, more interested in the 
case possibly than anybody else, declaring the eight or nine witnesses to be 
all lars. The Act only operates well when it isa case of oath against oath. 
When a complainant can only offer his own uncorroborated testimony, it is 
right that the prisoner should tell his story. One be as credible as 
the other. Ifa prisoner have a good case let him his statement in 
the dock—it will tell just as well there—and then call his witnesses, if he 
has any to support him.’’ 

On the 24th inst., in the Standing Committee of the House of Commons 
on Trade, on the Patent Law Amendment Bill, considerable dis- 
cussion took place on a clause brought up by Mr. Gerald Balfour in 
substitution for clause 2, amending the law relating to compulsory 
licences. The clause provides inter alia that any person interested 
may present a petition to the Board of Trade alleging that the reason- 
abie requirements of the public with respect to a patented invention 
have not been satisfied, and praying for the grant of a compulsory licence, 
or, in the alternative, for the revocation of the patent; and, further, that 
the Board of Trade shall consider the petition, and may either dismiss it 
or refer it to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. The new clause 
having been adopted, after a general discussion, Sir W. Mather moved to 
amend it by incerting words to the effect that dismissal of the petition or 
reference of it to the Judicial Committee should be “if the parties 
do not come to an arrangement between themselves.’’ After some 
discussion, the amendment of Sir W. Mather was to. Sir 
R. Reid moved to amend the sub-section by giving the Board of Trade 
power to t as well as to dismiss a petition subject to review in either 
case by the Judicial Committee. He strongly objected to giving a 
Government department power to dismiss a petition at their own ipse dizit 
and prevent a petitioner from goimg to the Privy Council. He pointed 
out that of enormous value might be at stake—the case, for 
example, of a French or German patent not being worked in this country 
—and industry might be hindered in a serious degree. Was there a case, 
he asked, except in certain well-defined powers of the Attorney-General, 
in which any public department had been permitted to stop the road of a 
litigant to a court of law? Mr. Gerald Balfour opposed the amendment, 
ana intimated that, if it was carried, he should have seriously to consider 
whether he would not have to drop the Bill. Of course it was never 
intended that the Board of Trade should exercise their power to 
dismiss except in extreme cases. Sir R. Reid preesed the right hon. 
gentleman further to consider the matter before the nextsitting. Mr. 
Gerald Balfour, while ready to do so, said he was very firm in his convic- 
tion on the point. The question was still under discussion when the hour 
of adjournment arrived. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or ReeisTraars 1x ATTENDANCE Ox 


Exercency Appxat Counr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kxxewics. Braxs. 


Mr. W. Leach Mr. Farmer 
Theed King 
W. Leach Farmer 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Jorcs, Swixrsys Eavr. 


Pemberton 
Beal 

RB. Leacb 
Godfrey 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Aug. 7.—Messrs. H, E, Fosras & Cranxriscp, at the Mart, at 2>— 
REVERSIONS: 
To one-fifth Share of a Trust Betate, value £15,815; lady aged 67, Solicitors, 


B. F. & H, Landon, London, ; 
Toa Trust Fund of over £10,000 in 2} per Cent. Consols; lady aged TS. Solici- 
tors. Messrs, Williams & James, Laacon, 
To £1,000 of a Trust Pund; lady aged 80. Solicitors, Messrs. H. 8. Clutton & 
To one-cighth of a Trust Fund, value £78,000; gentleman aged $2, Saticitore, 
Messrs. Warreas, 
So OS ce aes with Policy, Solicitors, Memrs, Surman & 
ee ae ee Caen. Solicitor, Howard F. 
POLICIES for 000, £1,000, 4500, Solicitors, Mesars. Poole & Robinson 
BHARRS. Solicitors, Messe. Adams & Adame and Mesars, Lee & Pemberton, 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep ix CHANCERY. 


Barrisn Cuzss Civs Co, en Foy are required, on or before Sept 1. to send 
‘thelr rananenen’ oft dresses, and tho pectiocens of Chait debts or claims, to Frederick | 
Wibiam Lord, 6°, Watling st 








Couomsrax Prorriztany, Limrrep—Peta for winding up. presented July 23, directed to | 
beheard on Aug 5. abrahams & Co, Tokenhouse yard, solors for Notice of | 
must reach the above-named not later than 8 0 ’clock in the afternoon of © 





Aug 4 
Formpy Layp axp Buripixc Co, pe an my 
their be 





required, on or before Sept 4, to 
and of of their debts or claims, to Henry | 
aiitall London of Gouthpect, solor to Liquidators 
JEWEL neon Syrxpicats, Luatep—Peta for winding up, presented July 23, 
directed to be heard anak 5 @edden & Co, ~*~ Old Jewry, solors for petners, Notice of 
Sams ar wae ie above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Aug 4 
ae Co-orzrativs Sociery, ay Pe required, ps peng Aug %, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their de bts or claims, to 
James White, 7, Belmont rd, Bristol. Barnett & Leonard, solors for liquidator 
Ocraxic Batvace Co, Lumrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept e to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Green- 
wal. 1, Mitre ct bldgs. Temple 
Preston Davizs’ ee’ Brarixas Co, Lumrzp—Creditors are required, on or before 
9, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
William Tomes, 17, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate st Without 
. Lenreap_<beliies are required, on or before Sept 8, to send their 
Bawes and and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Arthur Charles- 
arm 77, King st, Parrar 
Mans STEAMSHIP 














Manchester. & Co, Manchester, solors to liquidator 
Co, Lurrzp - Petn for winding up, presented ‘; ae directed to be 
ee one Botterell & Roche, Leadenhall st, solors for petners. tice of | areal 

the above-named not later than 6 o’clock Ca nes of ee 
ited July 22, directed to be 






alum EXxpLosives, ane for Lag 2. 
hesrd on Aug 5. Steavenson & Couldwell, st, solors. Notice 
must reach the above-named not later can 60 Porelock in the + oe nonlin of pad 
Sorta Wixerig tp Coiiizry Co, egos Pg are required, on or ~y: _Bept 6, to 
Sant their names ot a and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. 
uiers, 21. Bennett’s bill, Birmingham 
Trxaymip Steamsnir Co, Liwrrep—_Creditors are rr: ye or hates Sept Fe to a 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their a or claims, t. i. 
chmbrs, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st 
—— nel p bemoan ts Co, Lixtrzp (ix Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors 
required, on or before Sept 8, to eend their names and addresses, and the 
of of their debts and claims to Hugh Limebeer, 3, Clement’s In, Lombard st Williams & 
Neville, eolors to liquida 











, mE Pavatine oF LANcasTEs. 
Luorezp rm CHANCERY. 

Sarr “ Fasxiz Kenr ” Co, Limirep—Petn for Ay up, mage July 22, directed to 
be heard at 8t George’s Hall, Li she at 10.30. Jeans & Co, 
Brazennoee st, , solors to petners. Nose ad must reach the 
above-named not later than 2 Faecal tes eienenn at 

London Gazette.—Tvrspay, July my 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 









Ey on or na 
their debts or 


Construction on Bon ovina Co, 
at. Francis & Johnson, “aw 


Wine — 10, Dashwood akg New 
| Comnwatt oh - ot oo (x mg —Creditors are r-quired, on 


| Sept 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts. 

| $2 %biitiem Anderson Henderson, 81, Walbrook oF dai 

Exsyer & Co, eo ey ee or before Sept 1, 4 send their pamg 
their debts or claims, to Fredk. Foss, § 


and tb culars of 
Fenchurch st” ror 


Unsirsp Bririsu wage Or Co, Laxrap—Creditors ar one eeenial bon or be s 26, to 
send their names and addres the particulars o: claims, Thora, 
ecek Wilt, Broad stan 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fuivay, July 11. 
Leaxees agen lore. Paste aot Africa m1 - Brown v Laxton, Swinfa 
SrRawrorD, Joun, Pencaemaen, Liamgorse, Brecon, oSetchar Sept 9 Williams v Stray. 

ford, Joyce, J Price, Brecon 

London Gazette.—Fripay, July 18. 

Hanzzis, Gunes Fee Didsbury, —r- Cab Proprietor Aug 18 Loose v a 


Miuttwagp, Wi.t11am Haywoop, btretton House, Church Stretton, om + 
Machine Manufacturer Sept 1 Valentine v Millward, Farwell, 


Ludlow 
Scort, Hangrstts, a Bussex Oct 6 De Rut Knight v Jarvis, J Pi 
‘Attlee, Billiter : - = 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 22. 
Paszy, Weston, Colville ter, Kei {1 Stopher vy yd J 
tone a to, nsington Sep p Parry, Joyce, J Rendall, 


London Gazette.—Fripax, July 25. 


Exuiotr, Vincent, East Stonehouse. Devon, Mineral Water Manufacturer Oct 1 
Elliott v Elliott and Hitchens v Elliott. . Buckley, J Skardon, Whimple st, Plymouth 
Rapway, ha Wituray, Gri Hotel, Bath Oct1 Radway v Radway, 
Bax, Joan Unarehill” soansnset, “Wine Batt Sept 1 Duck g 
AY, JOHN, 1 ett v fay, B d 
’ Ww. Wri 2 y, Dye, 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 29, 
Bovaxt, THo Stockton on Tees 6 Elwin v Westmariand, J 
i MAS, xo Sept Byrne, J Barber, 


on at, 
Maidstone A anata Leith v Mead, Kekewid 


Fox, Eas Euizasers | 2 Jem 
joyce, Steele, 21 21, tage ayy 
Warp, Henry Faepeaiox, 1 Oook v Ward, Swinfen 
Chandler, 8, New ct, any J a 








Wasnine to Inrenpixne Hovse Purcuasers ann Lzssezs.—Before pur 





Luaarzp m CHANOERY. 


Broapstarrs Laxp Syxpicatz, re Ye are required, on or pean tng ty | 5, to 
send their names and @ particulars of their debts or claims, 
Steidlow Davis, 28-31, Fe ety st we 
Canistiax Buocet Co, Lauren (1x Liv ———— are required, on or before 
Ang s Ooms names and addresses, and t particulars of their debts or ie dale, 
to D Hawkin, 107, Wool Exchange, Monro & Co, Queen Victoria st, solos t0 | 













cme | or renting a —_ even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
| have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently —_— and 
| Reported 7. For — apply to The Sanitary eering Co. a 
| Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Esta 

27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 Wee 
| minster.—[Apvr. 
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+t isnop, Wittiam Fauwer, t y 
Pet July 4 Ord Juty 22 z LittTz, te = am 


Cazrer, Gzonrcz Epwazp, Millman st, Bedford row, July 22 





Builder Hogh Court Pet July 19 Ord July 22 
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Pet July 232 Ord July 23 McGurez, ‘cname, New 











Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
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Pazare, Witt. eee Byte, I of W, Tailor Byde 
PaJaly 2 Ord Jub Be Foon gy 
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Coust Pet July 7 — as a ban my 













vod id 
LzvEeRTON, WILLIAM, won, Builder Aberayon Pet 
Ord July 23 


LizweLiyry, Prt Wicca, Bridgend, Build-r Cardiff 


Carmarthen Ord July 21 
Pom, eae Siem — Boe aS Builder’ Kingston, 


July 21 
| Parsny pe 
| et July 22 ‘Ord Ey * 


st, 
Pet May 24 Ord July 


Bigh Court 
Bonorie.p, Eizaxon, Moftingham, Boot 
bam Pet July xd Ord Suly 
igan, Grocer 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Howes, "Pe dur On Suiy nr Dover, Plumber Canter- Tongan, Borer Jan Joux, New isd Barnet Pet June 
London Gazette.—Fuivar, July 2, Horren, J E, » Merchant High Court nal TRowNsELL, , ~All Tinplate Worker Oa 
RECEIVING ORDERS. April 17 Ord July 18 marthen Pet pos) 19 7 "Saly 19 
Joszs, B Vavueuax, ln, Solicitor High Court , Vinz, W, Weymouth, Builder Dorchester Pet July il 
Ata Jaly 19 Ord July 29 Ms mente ees hee 1, Tiverpool, Timber Mer-| W. ay Ade 
7 19 Lcouk, Roszrt Biackwoo er-| Waxes, ALsent Evwarp, Hadley Wood, Builder Barnet 
SreRx, st, Merchants High iverpool Pet J Ord July Pet July3 Ord July 2 % 


fistol, Galea Bristol | Wxeas, Gzonaz, aan o er Sands, Baker Barrow is 
Furness Pet July 22 Ord July 3 
tratford, Bucks, Tailor 


Wuire, Sarsy Danraz, 


pet ay ea Le Pet Jul rr Ord July 21 
dere ~ aos " Leeds, Grocer’ Leeds Pet July 


uly 21 
WILu1AMs, Eeeaaer Jase, Rhyl, Flints, Coachbuilds 
Bangor Pet July 21 Ord July 21 


Lee, Kent Greenwich Pet 


Kent, Builder 


es Ezsxsr, Duby, Grocer WNotting- Rochester Pet July 21 Ord July 21 Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

Se ham ‘Pet July’ 2 Ori J : -_ oe A aes Fruiterer Wandsworth London Gazette of July It: 

SLOP, CHARLES Epwazp Bath, School- 7 

master Bath Pot July 23 "Ona Saly 22 Mies, Auraxy Eowan, 1 Naileworth, Glos, Tobscoonist | 9°80 Powsre Guees, Reeme, Hota Pecgeicter See 

—- Pay Liverpool Pet wee ae Pet July 21 Se y uly 9 

RE, ALTER Hants Tailor 
Epvp.zstex, Groncz ies & Helens, Book-keeper = vitemouth © ‘~ - * +] Ora May 19 . FIRST MEETINGS. 
onan, teen LOYD =. 


Haulier Asqnsegen & Sram, Aidenpate &, Merchants Aug 7# 
ll bldgs, Carey 
Surrey | Be.t, Feiix, Lee, Builder "he lat11.90 24, Bal 
wa . 
House Decorator Bridgwater Teenon’ Wreesass Panurs, Kanter, Builder Aug 8 at 
st, Merchant | Bosworrtn, Joszrn Henny, Leigh, Builder Aug 6 at 
Maker Notting: | Bussows, Aurave, Demston, Lancs Augiat3 Off Re 
Wigan Pet July 16 Ord | Cane m=, Ep o Beiteel 
ABTER, GuonaE a. , 
J Builder A 


aioe 
ug 7 at 12 Bankruptcy 


Builder Tred Pet July | Cusrrr, Wit114m, Norwi cer pt bd, Cary at Bes 
oes ¥ 8, Ki ot, Norwich ~~ ” 


Burton on Trent | Ov Bi ts. ny hy? Many Exizavera Cv 





# H, Burton on Trent 

Guttromp, Tuomas, Oyele Agent et July 22 Ord Jul Pia at » Farmers 2 at 12) 

Gloucester Pet July 22 ‘Ord July 22 | arcu, Gnonon, and JAuns Dawson, Pateleroft, Lancs, 6, Onalle she —, = 
ihe mien , Baker Manchester |  ~ e ~ Travellers Manchester let Ju:e19 0:4 ae t. shiva bldigs, pits Aug 14 at 2.39 Of 
Moura, Joux Cusnrzs, Reddiffe, Lanes Bolton Pet | em - Hewsy Bascuam, Tobacconist ae Henny, Ports tar Financial Agent Aw 
Bev. 3 dons ery, Womabry High Court Pet» » = ies day Ord Jy 8 orthampton, | Bina mg at, : a 6a 

9 OMASOM CK x, Davi 
aay it Ook Farmer Deabury’ Pet July 9 Ord diay 2 av, Mma ~ 
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a, E Ra ny = Herts, — Augiati2 Off. 
Eyse. ag ptm Grose Auglat3 Off Rec, 
47, Fall st, Derby 


Fuoyp, CATHERINE, "Rhondda Valley, Glam, Bot Dealer 
Augiati2 186, High st Merthyr Tydfit 
omas Foster, Willenhall, Lock 
lacturer Auglati2 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
FornrrcitL, THomas, Holbeck, Merctan's’ 
Labourer Augiatil Off "Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Faew, ALEXANDER MoCuziian, Cambridge, Drapsor 
Aug 1at2.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty oat Camoridge 
Gaoom, rw eg Walsall. Saddle Tree Maker 
Aug 1 Wolverham; 


Fostzn JOnN, 
Manuf. 
pton 
Bosoino, Hayne James, Walsall, Plumber Aug 1 at 11 30 
errr tt ~— pi bids, - 
Aug 5 at arey 6' 
~ ’ Confectiocer 
Aug 5 at 12 Queen’s > Reaciog 
Moorz, Water Tuomas, Petersfield, Hants, aa 


Wolverhampton 
Mincing In, Merchant 
MitpENHALL, CHaRLtes James, Reading, 
Aug lat4 ——s Cambridge junc, Partsmou 


Monsen, by rynammam, Carmarthen, ane 
aug 6at11.80 Off Rec, 4, Queen st. 
Moszsy, Bookma: 


ker’s Clerk ae 1 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
aa — Sook, Ses Aug 6 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey s' 
-— a a, —- pl Augiat2.30 Bank- 
pene 7 dom, iemeten, Boot Manufacturer Aug 6 
at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Puuine, Exvisna, , School Proprietor Aug 6 
at1é Ban y bidgs, Garey st 
Ravin, + —< Pag 4 st, Merchant 
ang? atl2 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
Reep, Jackson, Bishop A y tor Hoes "General Dealer Aug l 
at8 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Roserts, Henry, Llandudno, Draper Aug 2at12 Crypt 


chmbrs, Chester 

fcort, CHARLES, Wigan, Grocer Aug 5 at3 Off Rec, 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Simpson, Laer Herne te Dasigner Aug 7 at 11 


Carey 
os,’ Groner ne 4 tton on "Trent Augiat 33) Mid- 
Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

‘a, et Mitiarp, Stoke, nr Clare, Saffolk. Grocer 
Aug 2at1130 Off Rec, 6, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Spencer, Georcz, and James Dawson. Manchester, 
Commercial Travellers Augiat330 Off Rec, Byron 
st, Manchester 

Equine, Bernarp, Mandeville, Somerse' a Cutter 
auglati230 Off Rec, Endless st, 

Sroceiey, Eien, 8t Leonard’s on Sea Ane 72 at 2.15 
County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

TROWNSELL RICHARD, ound oe _ oo" Aug & 
atil Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 

Wuirz, Harry Dawrzt, Feany Stratford. Bucks, Tailor 
Auglati2 Off Rec, 77 st, Northampton 

WuitE.ey, 8am, ‘Armley, Leeds, Grocer Aug 1 at 113) 
Off Ree, 22, Vark row, Leeds 

Witirams, CHARLES Ric#arp, oe High st, South- 
wars, Tailor Aug 6 at Bankiuptcy bidgs, 

y st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALEXANDER, Joun a Ipswich, Plumber Ipswich Pet 
July 19 Ord July 19 

Aven, Joun Lester, Rotate, Solicitor Rochester Pet 
July 18 Ord July 21 

AprLewnite, THomas oe Lincoln, Joiner Lincoln 
Pet Juy 22 Ord Jul 

Beas.ex, GrorcE Gaon, Newtown, stoutuemery, 
Innkeeper Newtown Pet July 15 Ord July 

Cuvck, Wittiam, Liverpool, Architect Slectoent Pet 
May 28 Ord July 22 

Crosser, Exnesr. Spareek. Derby, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet July 22 Ord July 2 

Diamant, Leon Anton, Falcon 8 ty Manufacturer 
High Curt Pet May 18 Or ‘July 19 

Doyiez, Joun ALpHonsE, Brighton ee. Ord July 21 

DUNLOP, CHARLES oy Bath, Schoolmaster 
Pet ‘July 23 Ord July 28 

Epoueston, ADAM, 8t oe Lance, 
Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Bopieston, Gronck Lawrence, St Helen’ 8, hanan, Book- 
kee per ay Pet July 21 oe ony 8 

Epsatt, Gunry Moorianp, Poole, Painter Poole Pet 
Juty 22 Ord July 22 

Fpwanrps, beet Bkenfrith, aioe Woodman Newpor:, 

r = eS Ord July 21 

ARMER, WILLIAM GrorGE Iof W, Tailor Ne 

Pet July 22 Ord a sarStis 

Ferres, Lavip, Maidstone, Saddler Maidstone Pet 

Lerds, Beg _tinciente 


July 23 Ord July 28 

FornsnaitL, THomas, Holbeck, 
Livourer Leeds Pet July 9 Ord J 

Fuoug, Vivian Tuomas, ype Grocer 

e Pet neg Ord A, A 

UILYorD, THOMAS, 8, Pr. A Cycls ent 
Gloucester Pet July 22 Ord 22 . 4s 

Haitwoov, wy Manchester, Baker Manchester 


Pet July 23 
_ Canterbury Pet July 


Howes. Jauxs, Dover, 
22 Ord July 2 

Kxiour, Marx, Walsall, summantiel Teaveller Walsall 
Pet ‘July 4 Ord July 18 

Laur.ovcn, Frepericx, Lower eer rd, Confectioner 
High Court Pet Juoel3 Ord J 23 

Lavertox, WittaM, Abemaren, Builder Aberayon Pe} 
July a Ora July 

TILE, WILLIAM , 4a Kent Greenwich 

July 22 Ord July 22° _ sii 

Lusweitys, Pump yaar, Pty Builder Cardiif 


Draper Liverpool 


ein t, Mon 


is Pet July 23 Ord J 

Civuige, MicnARL, pouplon Ki Build 

Rochester Pet Jaly a” onsen " = 
Ls, ALyakp Epwarp, Naileworth,. Glos, Tobacconist 


Gloucester Pet July a1 Ord July 21 








Moorz, Water Tuomas, Petersfield, Hants, Tailor 
tsmouth 


Pet July 19 Ord July i9 
— Luovp, <4 oun 


Brynamman, Haulier 
rmarthen "Pet July 21 Ord Saly a 
Nave, Rapinpra Kumar, eg mans, Maida Vale, Law 
High Court Pet March 14 Ord July 19 
Payyg, WILLIAM, fon Bag —- Plumber Bridg- 
water Pet July 22 Ora’ Sin he 
High Court Pet Aprii 


Pirgr, 8 Grorce, Bexhill, Build 
9 Ord July 19 
Ricnarps, ALBERT More Ostanpo, Strand High Court 
Pet May 2z Ord July 21 
Ritaway, Ernest Joun, N Carrier North- 


ampton apteny 5 Ord July 23 
a — Not Boot Meker Nottingham 
Pet J Ord July 


ss Foe Wigan, i Wigan Pet Julyié Ord 


=, Grorer, Walton on = eae Kingston, 
ng | Pet May 81 Cnr S 
es 3 Ged daly at” Vale, Mon, Builder Tredegar Pet 
uly 
Spencer, Grorcs.  , Dawsox, ee Lancs, 
Commercial! Travellers Manchester Pet June 19 
Ord July 22 
Strupp, ArTuur Dawe, Kettering. orthampton, 
Northampton Rig! RK Om daly 25 


TrowsE.t, Ricuagp, 
marthen Pet July 19 

Vospzr, Francis, Devonport, 
June18 Ord July 21 


= ~~ Worker Car- 
Builder Plymouth Pet 


Weeks, Grorce, Grange over Sands, Baker Barrow in 
Farness Pet July 22 Ord Jul 22 
= Harry Dayie., Fenny ot, Bain, Tailor 


Pet July 21 Ord July 21 


Waar, dan Ara ee eds, Grocer Leeds Pet July 
2 


London Gazette, -Turspay, July 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arxkinson, Witu1am, Elm Gill, Beet, tee Liceased Vic- 
tualler Norwich Pet Jonts 

Brown, WitiiamM Sareem, ‘Mare by e a, aaa 
Grocer Middlesbrough payee 38 Ord J 

Buckmaster, W11L14m Samus, Crawford st, Sa 
> a High Court Pet July 25 Ord 
uly 


Coenen, Henry Journ, —, Ship Chandler 
terbury Pet July 24 wade Dy 

Croxer, THomas May, © fog, Mon, Baker Tredegar 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

D'Avutsy, Jean Epovarp, Canterbury Canterbury Pet 
Junel7 Ord July 24 

Datver, Witu1aM Henry, Idol In, Wins Merchant High 
Court Pet July 2¢ Ord July 24 

mUND, Bt James’ 's at, Piccadily, Estate 
Agent High Court ine A Ord July 25 

Gray, Wiritiam MAcintoss, Caanon Company Pro- 
moter High Court Pet July 9 Ord July 25 

Grices, Wittiam ALFRED, , Surgeon 
Pet July 24 Ord July 24 : 

James Ferpinanp Chilvers Coton, Waiwick, 

Builder Coventry Pet July 2 Ord July 23 

Gu 7 Pentonville rd High Court Pet July 1 


25 
Hannzis, Gronce Josian, and Davin Harais, Swansea 
Coal Swansea Pet July 26 Ord July 26 ’ 
a, = ' as 1d Bayswater High Court Pet 
uy 077 
Horsey, pneee, Stittenham, Yorks, Farmer Scar- 
boro’ t July 25 Ete 


Farrer, ArTHuR 


ugh Pe' 
Hyp, James Epwarp, L Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet July 25 Ora July 25 
Jay, Joun, Old Quebec st, Marble Arch High Court Pet 
May 10 On ee 


Jenkins. Lewis, poweaie, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
July 24 Ord July 24 

Jounson, Wittiam, East Dereham, Dealer Norwich Pet 
July 25 Ord July 25 

Jouysoxn, Wittram Henry, Ki:kh or Wakefi:1), 
Grocer Wakefield Pet Jaly 23 Ond July 23 

Jones, Hopacr fuzens, Dartford, Tailor Rochester Pet 
July 26 Ord July 25 

Kemre, Curistorses, Hammersmith, Schoolmaster High 
Court Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Lams, ._ “Ty or Bury, Gardener Bolton Pet July 

uly 26 

nas, Faspesick Cromw Birmingham, Baker 
Biemtpgham Pet July 24 Ord July 98 

Mainwoop, Wituram James, Windsor, Cigar Merchant 
Windsor Pet Ju'y9 Ord July 25 

—- —"s Wilts, Jeweller Bath Pet 
aly 

on jar Abeohine, Collier Aberdare Pet July 24 

asu, Toomas Witu1am, Galosborough, Pork Butcher 
~e Pet July 23 ‘Ord July 23 

Owen, Samus, Sanitary Brass Founder High 


Court Ora Jaly 

Paauia Gusnsumes, ,* Faaxcisca Verant, Bayswa' 
Sees Saees High Court Pet July 25 Odd 
ul 

Po.ierr. ALyagp Cuarves, Brckley, Stationer Greenwich 

R es 4 ts ., i R Northampton, Sho 

18DALB, JOBN opERT Rispaue, 
~ af voters N on Pet July 26 Ord 
y 

Ropents Averep, Biland, Wheelwright Halifax Pet | 
July 22 Ora July 22 

Roperra, Owns, Lian ea, Farmer Port- 


frotben, 
madoc Pet July 26 Ord duly 


Rowsens ae Redruth, 
Pet J ond daly uly 24 
Bares Sata 1d, Mile Bnd High Court Pet July 10 as Tomas 


Saumon, Roperr Heway, sen, Rosent Hevny Sacwox, ju Cures, 
and Srayuny Ricnagp Sataox, Fenob' Re | 
Merchants High Court Pet July? Ord July 





Tuomas, 





Spencer, Joux Bettox, Worksop, Hay Dealer Sheffield 


Pet July 24 OF wer 
Ross, Aston Manor, Late Biker Birming- 

ham Pet July 16 Ord July 25 

Wittiams, Faayx. Haney Curistmas ee 
Roceiah Oarfitters Norwich Pet July 2% Ord 
Ju 


Amended notice substituted for that prees in 
the Lond on Gaz-tte of July 25 


Haitwoop, Avaustine, Manchester, Baker's Assistant 
Manchester Pet July 23 Ord July 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALEXANDER, JoHN CALEB, ape eh, Binabes Aug 6 at 2 15 
Off Rec, 36, Princes et. Ipsw: 

BuckMasTss, "Waeees SsmMvE.. aioaien, Provision 
Merchant Aug7 at2.30 Bankruptcy blégs, Carey st 

Cuaveyson Hyman, Swansea, Draper Aug Tat ati2 Of 
Ree, 31, A‘exandra rd, 

Driver, WittisM Heyny, Idol lo, Wine Merchant Aug 8 


at ill Bani cy bi Carey st 

Dustor, Cuartss Epwarp, Bath, Schoolmaster Aug 6 at 
11 45 win st, Bristol 

Eppiestox Apam St Sees, lane, Soe Aug 13 at 

Epp.estox, Speen a, sie 8, Lanes, Book- 
ll TF 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoris st, 


Ferres, Davip, Maidstone, Saddler Aug 6 atll Off 
Ree. st, Maidstone 
Gress, Hanotp Ep six, N 


Aug 5ati2 Off Rec, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Ni 
Go pat. Frepenick. 8t John’s Wood, Artist yes li at 
12 Bankr bidgs, st 
Groom, James Ferspixanp, Chilvers 
Architect Aug 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 17, entiert 


try 
Haitwoop, AveusTise, Manchester, Baker’s Assistant 
Aug 6 at 23) Off Rec. B st. Manchester 
Hanmer, Joux Naemy diffe, nr Bury Aug 6 at 3 
19, 
Horren, J BE, Sincig i, Merchant Augiiatil Bank- 
ar Wakefield, 
Grocer Aug 6 at 11 Of Ree, ter, Wakeficla 
Jounstone, F stbourne ate B at 330 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilioa bldgs, hton ‘ 
Joyes, Ben Vaveuas, Thoraton ey Solicitor Aug 11 
... 2.30 Bankru,tcy bldgs, 
Keates. Tuomas, Barslem, Staff Staite, Tailor Aug 12 at 11.99 
' Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, ‘Staffe 
Lams, Epwiy, Biton, nr Bury, Gardener Aug8 at 3 19, 
Exchavge , Bolton 
Luster, Tuomas, Be B: dminster. Brist21, = Aug 6 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Br 
— Micnaszt, New Brompton, Builder Aug 15 at 
1215 115, digh st, Rochester 
et Dosi.0 10 Brows Tredegar, Watchmaker Aug 7 
Mason’ Grow ippeauam, Wilts, Jowell Aug 6 at 
bt genes. 
32 Off Reo, 26, st, Bristol 


Perry, Fasperick Jame ~~ tt Bill, Staffs, Furniture 
Dealer Aug 6 at 12 “om Bee, 199, W: Wolverbamptoa st, 


Dudley 
Pexstox, Antaur, Saltley, Birmingham, Statiomer Aug 8 
1 1%, 


y st 
Jounsox, Wituiam Beyey. 


Ropsr, Freosnrick ARTHUR, 
6at3 Off Reo, 8, Albert 1d. Mid ile: 
Rossen, Joszen Viviax, Birmingham, Je 
Aug 7atll 174, Corporation st, 
Rowse, Henry, Reiruth, Cornwa'l, Wheelwright Aug 
atl2 Off ec, Bossawea et, Tiure 
Sart B fin See Aug liati2 Bankruptcy 


Satmon, ny Hewrny, sep, Rosert Hevay Sacwox, 
un, and STANLEY Ricnagp Satmox, Fench at, 
Aug 6 at 230 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey at 
Sus tvon, Groner, jun, Oldbury, Worcester Aug 8a‘ 115 
County Court, West Bromwich 


Berks, Shopkceper Aug 6 at 12 


Tyne 
W. . Revsey, Sheffield Aug 6ati2 Of Reo, 
'ARSOP. at Crookes, 


Figtree 
Wit ae D Epwanp, Mountain Ash, Draper 
at 2.3) 195, High st, Merthyr Tye fil 
Wann, Joux 
Aug 6at12 Crypt chmbra, ( 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jaty 22: 

Conway, Ronsrt Wiiitam, Bedminster, Bristol, Draper 

July 3) at 1145 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
AD)UDICATIO NS, 

ATKiNs08, Faun Norwich, Licensed Victualler 
Norwich Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Brows, Witttam Cuayrox, Mareke by the Sea, Yorks 
Grocer Middlesbrough Raa! 8 Ord July 23 

Cuantes, Louis, Furne 


Barrow in Furness Pet apeil 3) ) Oca July 
Draper Swanrea 


CuaveENnsoy, mirsas, Swansea, Pet 
July T Ord July 23 


Coratvall, Wheelwright Truro | | Conquers, Ln a Bel gelp 3a Ship Chand'er 


Mar, sere Raker Tredegar 
‘July 28 Ord July 23 a 


Baxest Jomx Warres, and Sancac Srevcen 
pe Ly Lowestoft, Contractors Gt Yarmouh Pes 
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or Wiiuam Hewry, Idol la, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet July Ord J 
Herta, St Albans Pet 
Tahy 7 7 


Greom, James Ferpixanp. Chilvers Coton, Warwick, 
lider Coventry Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Hanzeis, Groner Josian, and Davip ian, Swansea, 
Uoal Merchants Swansea —~ 26 Ord July 26 
Horsszy, Arruur, Stittenham, a 2 Farmer Scar- 
h Pet Jaly 25 Ord Daly 35 
Hype James Epwanrp, anyon © a Manuf .cturer 
Pet July 25 Ord Jul 


Jacoss, Mortacus, Queen Victoria A High Court Pet 


Evans 


June It Ord July 23 

Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
July2s+ Ord July 24 

Jonysox, Wiii1am, East sae, Dealer Norwich Pet 
July 25 Ord July 25 

Jouysos, Witt1am Hewyry, agp ee Mon mee 
Grocrr Wokefield Pet July 23 

Joxzs, Bex Vaveuax, Thornton th, Solicitor High 
Court Pet June 23 Ord Jaly 2° 

Lams, Eowrx. Elton, nr Bury, Garden:r Bolton Pet 
Jaly 25 C Ord July 25 

Lawsox, Fseperick Cromwett, Birmingham, Baker 

Biemingham Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

me Joux. - soa, Collier Aberdare Pet July 24 

Nasu, oe bye Cae. Pork Butcher 
Lincoln Pet Juty 23 Ord July 23 

> Luter Agena, Sheffield, Traveller Sheffield 

P. no Gobban a oech Build Kingston, 8 

e.. Joux, am er iD mn, Surrey 
fet July 2i Ord July 28 

Psxpiesury, Joux Hewny, Beswick, nee, Draper 
Mancvester Pet July 9 Ord Jul 

Perey, Joux, Northampton, Boot Saiitions North- 
ampton Pet July 18 Ord July 25 

Potuetr, ALFRED CuaR.es, Brockley, Stationer Greenwich 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Rispaxx, Jouy, and Roperr Rispare, Northampton. Shoe 
Manufecturers No: thampton Pet Jal: 26 Ord July 26 

Rosesrs, A.rzep, Elland. Yorks, Wheelwright Halifax 
Pet Jaly 22 Ord July 22 

Rosgerts, Owes. Lilanfrothen. a, Farmer Purt- 
nang nig Me Whales . 

Row.rc, Seszy. Reds Wheelwright Traro Pet Jul 
24 Ord July 24 . 

Srzscez. Jony Brutrox, Worksop, No‘ts, Hay Dealer 
Sheffield Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Squrez, Berxarp, Keinto: Mandeville, Somerze’, 
Mason Yeovil Pet July7 Ord July 24 

Swaisstox, Hexrzy Barcuam. South Sh Shicids Tobacconist 
Newesste on Tyne Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Truizr, Wit114M, Leicester, Cabinet Maker Leicester Pet 
Jaly 14 Ord July 25 


Wruams Feaxx, and Barer Cueistuas Wit1iams, 
» Clothiers Noiwich Pet July 26 Od July 26 


Amended notice substitated for — —— in the 
London Gazette of J 

Haitwoop, Avoustrxz, ane i 

Manchester Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

ADJUDIZATION ne merges 


Wueway, Gzorcez ae Smethwick, Stafford, 
Beerhouse keeper West Peon *adjud dea = 
1885 Annul Jone 13, 1902 


Stone 


Assistant 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring ‘the 


Soricirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is | 


requested that application be made direct to | 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. G@ WAINWRIGHT, 





Treasurer. 


THE 
NEW PALACE STEAMERS, LTD. 
DAILY 


from 
OLD SWAN wat 4 London Bridge, 


SOTA, SOVEREIGN. 
ete Y at 9.20 a.m ; Train Fenchurch-street, 10.28 

for MARGATE and RAMIGATE, and 
soUTaEND (Tuesdays and Fridays), and by 


eae sy <1 a Frid opted) at 8.50 
an aye €xc 
peesiadiaea 9.45 am., for 
UTHEND and MARGATE 
S8uné oe et Train to Gravesend from Victoria 


at 9.30 a.m. 

HUSBANDS’ BOAT, KOH-I-NOOR. to MAR- 
GATE on SATURDAYS from OLD SWAN PIER 
at 1.60 pm. ; Fenchurch-street, 2 409 p.m. 

Ray 4 = to Margete, London or Fenchurch- 

St. Pancras 64. extra 

LA MARGUERITE. i TILBURY. 

eget ge d BACK. calling Margate, Mon- 

days poe gy he he Trains, Fenchurch-street 
Btation at 6.15 a m , St. vases 6.0 a m. 

OSTEND and BACK. calling Margate, ay | 
Trains, ——— Station at 615 a.m., 
Pancras 6 

CALATS oan BACK, calling Margate, Thursdays 
Trains, Fenchureh-street Sta 9 at 730 am, St 
Pancras 7.5am., V. 

MAR@ZATE and Back, 4a ae and Sundays 
Trains, Fenchurch-street Station 9.95 and 9.45 a m., 
St, Pancras 9 40 a m. 

Return Fares, First Saloon and Third Rail: London and 
Boulogne or Calais, 143 0d. ; Ostend, 14s. ¢d. 


T. E. BARLOW, Director, 50, King William-street, E.C. 


w4 ANTED, Copies of the ‘‘Solicitor’s 
ournal,’”’ No. 30, Vol, 45, dated May 25, 1901; 6d. 
“7 will be be "paid for same at the Office, 27, Chanc 
e, W.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reventon on and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
P LOANS granted aye 
Cc. H. rawr AY TON, | Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON. | Secretaries. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estastisasvd 18238), 

Puniese Roveniaere Be terests in Real and Persona) 
Property, and Life a or Se Sele, om 
Advance Money upon these Securi 

Sol-ap Stace tal Bebeatene Coated. £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


| (j BNBBAL REVERSIONARY AND 
| or COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, 68.W. 

i " p B FRom 5 WHITEHALL.) 

| Hetablished 1 and further empowered b oes Aah of 

pte 14& 18 Vict. c. 130 %0 
Share and Debenture Capital ... + £619,870. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 

| Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 

| charges. Policies Purchased. 


ictoria 7 0 a. 

















+ Embankment London, 8 
ESSION of 1902-1908 will OPEN on 


Ist, 
ital being one of the Medicil Schools 
oy ae is made for the 
for Preliminsry Scicutific, 
ate Medicine 
Three Entrance Scholarships will be offered for com. 
petition in ember—viz., one of 150 avers = nen, 
£60 in and Physics, with either P 
Seton, or Zoology, for Firat Year’s Students ; = of 
in Anatomy, Physiology, (any two) for of Sts 
Year’s Students oon the Universities. 
and ogee Prizes are awarded at the 
Sessional Examinations, as well as severa' meda's 
All Hospital Appointments are open to Students with- 


out charge. 
—— and an Athle‘ic Ground are provided for 


lents. . 

The Schoo! Buildings and the Hospital can be seen on 
application to the Medical Secretary. 

The fees may be paid in one sum or by instalments, 
Entries may be mde separately to Lectures or to Hospital 
Practice, and special arrangements are made for Students 
anaes from the Universities and for Qualified Prag. 
titioners. 

A pans of approved i is kept by the Medical 
Secretary, wi ae hes ae keg Medical Prac- 
thee agus aloo bay = who receive Students into 

¢ houses. 
and all ats app'y to Mr. Rendle, 
ak : ial Beoretary particu’ , 


G. TUBNEY. M.A.,MD Oxon., Dean. 
PATENTS and TRADE-MARES, 


W. P, THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 


(and at Livesroot, Mancuesrsr, avd Biamineuan), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Oapitals. 


ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 
M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 
36, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 
tained and Registration, elfested in all parte, of the 
World. Opposi ducted. O 
as to novelty. 


QT. THOMAS'S HOSPITAL MEDICAL 
8 HOO: 

















“Ielephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON, AND RAVENSCROFT, 


‘ESTABLISHED 1689, 





BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN, 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Ooroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITOR? FINAL and 
SASS ES AMIN ATIONS; payment by result. 


5 gnall 
ee ae pers 7 or by letter, at 93, 


OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S hry 
Regent's Park, are OPEN DAILY poe oe 
from 9 am. until sunset, Admiesion 1 
Children always 6d Among the Tambelinain ioe isa Bicky 
Mountain Goat in full winter dress. 





Le COSTS in ali departments Drawn aud 
Faceted, Soom papers or otherwise, for Delivery or 
or oo rerms ; —_ 4 drafteman, bold- 


“yy ow W.c, 
Sa (24) Seeks Seat in Office; 
ae hosorarium ; good references. — W. Taron- 


CAPITAL City Offices to be Let, from £00 | 
to £40.—Susuiz & Haves, Paternoster House, E 


SOLICITUES, Mort _, Trustees, = 


London and Provi ovinees —Lux, 

















Bi nat te Ay a ge 
Company (Limited), of 

26, Mocrgste-wtreet,. Lonaon, prepares to entertain 

Purchase of Freehold echoing Voss, iSesasenal at 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTep. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


| Pastiamenstary Bitts, Mosvres ov Evivenoz, Booxs or 
Reveresce, Sratements ov Ciaim, Axswens, &o., &o. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


| NEWSPAPERS, 


Every description of Printing 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS# JOURNAL 
_ WHEKLY REPORTEP, 


‘WORWICH STREET, PETER LARE, LONDUM, B.C. 





The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 
BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the pov Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 


Snare Ceerivicates, Desqurenss., poe eee and 
printed. Orviciat Sears designed and 


Solicitors’ Account poate, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 

eante’ Inn), 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE be, 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Francis J. Gueen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- Law. 


Heretan HALL (Haglend’s Home of 





Rotablushod 
Mr, J.N. ae ryt rod? hie Oomenay of Inimitable 


Artists DAILY, at 3 and 8 

The Kaster with modern miracles. 
Reserved and numbered seats, 6s. and 30,; area, 2s. ; 
| baloony in London, 1s, en wader 1% half-price, 





THE} 


